THE NOE EDITION 


aa tab 
KOREN 
= waca TALMUD 


COMMENTARY BY 


RABBI ADIN 
EVEN-ISRAEL a 
STEINSALTZ 


THE NOE EDITION 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Koren Talmud Bavli 
THE NOE EDITION 


MOED KATAN : HAGIGA 


4) 


Steinsaltz 
Center 


mar Minn 


KOREN 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


KOREN TALMUD BAVLI 


THE NOE EDITION 


Maan - 1p Ty 
MOED KATAN : HAGIGA 


COMMENTARY BY 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel 
Steinsaltz 


EDITOR-IN-CHIEF 


Rabbi Dr Tzvi Hersh Weinreb 


EXECUTIVE EDITOR 


Rabbi Joshua Schreier 


STEINSALTZ CENTER 
KOREN PUBLISHERS JERUSALEM 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


IV] 


MATAM EL 


FOUNDATION 
BAHT Th Give 


Supported by the Matanel Foundation 


The Noé Edition Koren Talmud Bavli 
Volume 13: Tractate Moed Katan - Tractate Hagiga 


Hardcover edition, ISBN 978 965 301 574 6 
First Hebrew/English Edition, 2014 


Koren Publishers Jerusalem Ltd. 

PO Box 4044, Jerusalem 91040, ISRAEL 
PO Box 8531, New Milford, CT 06776, USA 
www.korenpub.com 


Steinsaltz Center 


Steinsaltz Center is the parent organization 
of institutions established by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 


PO Box 45187, Jerusalem 91450 ISRAEL 
Telephone: +972 2 646 0900, Fax +972 2 624 9454 
www:steinsaltz-center.org 


Talmud Commentary © 1965, 2014 Adin Steinsaltz and Steinsaltz Center 

Talmud Translation © 2014 Steinsaltz Center 

Vocalization and punctuation of the Hebrew/Aramaic text © 2014 Steinsaltz Center 

Koren Tanakh e Siddur Fonts © 1962, 1981, 202 Koren Publishers Jerusalem Ltd. 

Talmud Design © 2014 Koren Publishers Jerusalem Ltd. 

Original Illustrations © 196s, 2014 Steinsaltz Center 

Revised Illustrations © 2014 Koren Publishers Jerusalem Ltd. (except as noted) 

Cover image © Clara Amit, Yoram Lehman, Yael Yolovitch, Miki Koren, and Mariana Salzberger, 
courtesy of the Israel Antiquities Authority 


This book was published in cooperation with the Israel Institute for Talmudic Publications. 
All rights reserved for Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz and Milta Management Ltd. 


Hardcover design by Ben Gasner 


Considerable research and expense have gone into the creation of this publication. 
Unauthorized copying may be considered geneivat daat and breach of copyright law. 


No part of this publication (content or design, including use of the Talmud translations and 

Koren fonts) may be reproduced, stored in a retrieval system or transmitted in any form or by any 
means electronic, mechanical, photocopying or otherwise, without the prior written permission of 
the publisher, except in the case of brief quotations embedded in critical articles or reviews. 


Second printing, 2020 


Printed in PRC 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


poss WTDT arp vty ong oes DD TT 
TN TST TN t YDW- > nb send) snes ars 


Behold, days are coming — says the LORD God - 
I will send a hunger to the land, not a hunger for bread 
nor a thirst for water, but to hear the words of the LorpD. 


(AMOS 8:11) 


The Noé edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli 
with the commentary of Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
is dedicated to all those who open its cover 
to quench their thirst for Jewish knowledge, 
in our generation of Torah renaissance. 


This beautiful edition is for the young, the aged, 
the novice and the savant alike, 
as it unites the depth of Torah knowledge 
with the best of academic scholarship. 


Within its exquisite and vibrant pages, 
words become worlds. 


It will claim its place in the library of classics, 
in the bookcases of the Beit Midrash, 
the classrooms of our schools, 
and in the offices of professionals and businesspeople 
who carve out precious time to grapple with its timeless wisdom. 


For the Student and the Scholar 


DEDICATED BY LEO AND SUE NOE 


Steinsaltz 
Center 


KOREN 
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Once upon a time, under pressure of censorship, 
printers would inscribe in the flyleaves 
of volumes of the Talmud: 


Whatever may be written herein about gentiles 
does not refer to the gentiles of today, 
but to gentiles of times past. 


Today, the flyleaves of our books bear a similar inscription, 
albeit an invisible one: 


Whatever may be written herein about Jews 
does not refer to the Jews of today, 
but to Jews who lived in other times. 


So we are able to sit down and study Torah, Talmud, 
books of ethics, or books of faith 


without considering their relevance to our lives. 


Whatever is written there 
does not apply to us or to our generation, 
but only to other people, other times. 


We must expunge from those invisible prologues 
the notion that the words are written about someone else, 
about others, about anyone but us. 


Whether the book is a volume of Torah, 
a tractate of the Talmud, or a tract of faith, 
the opposite must be inscribed: 


Whatever is written herein refers only to me; 
is written for me and obligates me. 


First and foremost, the content is addressed to me. 


— From a public address by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
as quoted in ow »n (Talks on Parashat HaShavua) 
Maggid Books, 2011 
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... These new commentaries — which include a new interpretation of the Talmud, a 
halakhic summary of the debated issues, and various other sections — are a truly out- 
standing work; they can be of great benefit not only to those familiar with talmudic 
study who seek to deepen their understanding, but also to those who are just begin- 
ning to learn, guiding them through the pathways of the Torah and teaching them 
how to delve into the sea of the Talmud. 


I would like to offer my blessing to this learned scholar. May the Holy One grant him 
success with these volumes and may he merit to write many more, to enhance the 
greatness of Torah, and bring glory to God and His word... 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, 7 Adar 5743 


I have seen one tractate from the Talmud to which the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xwSw has added nikkud (vowels) and illustrations to explain that which is 
unknown to many people; he has also added interpretations and innovations, and is 
evidently a talmid hakham. Talmidei hakhamim and yeshiva students ought to study 
these volumes, and synagogues and batei midrash would do well to purchase them, 
as they may find them useful. 


Rabbi Moshe Feinstein 
New York, Adar 5730 
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... I have just had the pleasant surprise of receiving tractate Shabbat (part one), which 

has been published by [Rabbi Steinsaltz] along with his explanations, etc. Happy 
is the man who sees good fruits from his labors. May he continue in this path and 
increase light, for in the matters of holiness there is always room to add — and we 
have been commanded to add — for they are linked to the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
Who is infinite. And may the Holy One grant him success to improve and enhance 
this work, since the greater good strengthens his hand... 


Rabbi Menachem Mendel Schneerson 
The Lubavitcher Rebbe 
Brooklyn, 5 Marheshvan 5729 
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The translation of the books of our past into the language of the present — this was 
the task of the sages of every generation. And in Israel, where the command to “teach 
them repeatedly to your children” applies to all parts of the nation, it was certainly 
the task of every era. This is true for every generation, and in our time — when many 
of those who have strayed far are once again drawing near — all the more so. For many 
today say, “Who will let us drink from the well” of Talmud, and few are those who 
offer up the waters to drink. 


We must, therefore, particularly commend the blessed endeavor of Rabbi Adin Stein- 
saltz to explain the chapters of the Talmud in this extensive yet succinct commentary, 
which, in addition to its literal interpretation of the text, also explicates the latter’s 
underlying logic and translates it into the language of our generation. 


It appears that all those who seek to study Talmud - the diligent student and the 
learned adult — will have no difficulty understanding when using this commentary. 
Moreover, we may hope that the logical explanation will reveal to them the beauty 
of the talmudic page, and they will be drawn deeper and deeper into the intellectual 
pursuit which has engaged the best Jewish minds, and which serves as the corner- 
stone of our very lives... 


Rabbi Moshe Zvi Neria 
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The Talmud in Eruvin 21b states: Rava continued to interpret verses homiletically. What is the 
meaning of the verse: “And besides being wise, Kohelet also taught the people knowledge; and 
he weighed, and sought out, and set in order many proverbs” (Ecclesiastes 12:9)? He explains: 
He taught the people knowledge; he taught it with the accentuation marks in the Torah, and 
explained each matter by means of another matter similar to it. And he weighed [izen], and 
sought out, and set in order many proverbs; Ulla said that Rabbi Eliezer said: At first the Torah 
was like a basket without handles [oznayim] until Solomon came and made handles for it. And 
as Rashi there explains: And thus were Israel able to grasp the mitzvot and distance themselves 
from transgressions — just as a vessel with handles is easily held, etc. 


Such things may be said of this beloved and eminent man, a great sage of Torah and of virtue. 
And far more than he has done with the Oral Torah, he does with the Written Torah — teaching 
the people knowledge. And beyond that, he also affixes handles to the Torah, i.e., to the Talmud, 
which is obscure and difficult for many. Only the intellectual elite, which are a precious few, 
and those who study in yeshiva, can today learn the Talmud and understand what it says — and 
even though we have Rashi, still not everyone uses him. But now the great scholar Rabbi Adin 
Steinsaltz xvw has come and affixed handles to the Torah, allowing the Talmud to be held 
and studied, even by simple men. And he has composed a commentary alongside the text, a 
fine commentary in clear, comprehensible language, “a word fitly spoken” with explanations 
and illustrations, so that all those who seek to study the work of God can do so. 


Rabbi Mordechai Eliyahu 
Former Chief Rabbi of Israel, 7 Tishrei 5754 
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Message from Rabbi Adin Even-lsrael Steinsaltz 


The Talmud is the cornerstone of Jewish culture. True, our culture originated in the 
Bible and has branched out in directions besides the Talmud, yet the latter’s influ- 
ence on Jewish culture is fundamental. Perhaps because it was composed not by a 
single individual, but rather by hundreds and thousands of Sages in batei midrash in 
an ongoing, millennium-long process, the Talmud expresses not only the deepest 
themes and values of the Jewish people, but also of the Jewish spirit. As the basic 
study text for young and old, laymen and learned, the Talmud may be said to embody 
the historical trajectory of the Jewish soul. It is, therefore, best studied interactively, 
its subject matter coming together with the student’s questions, perplexities, and in- 
novations to form a single intricate weave. In the entire scope of Jewish culture, there 
is not one area that does not draw from or converse with the Talmud. The study of 
Talmud is thus the gate through which a Jew enters his life’s path. 


The Koren Talmud Bavli seeks to render the Talmud accessible to the millions of Jews 
whose mother tongue is English, allowing them to study it, approach it, and perhaps 
even become one with it. 


This project has been carried out and assisted by several people, all of whom have 
worked tirelessly to turn this vision into an actual set of books to be studied. It is a 
joyful duty to thank the many partners in this enterprise for their various contribu- 
tions. Thanks to Koren Publishers Jerusalem, both for the publication of this set and 
for the design of its very complex graphic layout. Thanks ofa different sort are owed 
to the Steinsaltz Center and its director, Rabbi Menachem Even-lIsrael, for their de- 
termination and persistence in setting this goal and reaching it. Many thanks to the 
translators, editors, and proofreaders for their hard and meticulous work. Thanks 
to the individuals and organizations that supported this project, chief among them 
the Matanel Foundation and the Noé family of London. And thanks in advance to 
all those who will invest their time, hearts, and minds in studying these volumes — to 
learn, to teach, and to practice. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Jerusalem 5773 


A MESSAGE FROM RABBI ADIN EVEN-ISRAEL STEINSALTZ 
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We are indeed privileged to dedicate this edition of the Koren Talmud Bavli in honor 
of the generous support of Leo and Sue Noé of London. 


The name Noé is synonymous with philanthropy. The family’s charitable endeavors 
span a vast range of educational projects, welfare institutions, and outreach orga- 
nizations across the globe, with a particular emphasis on the “nurturing of each 
individual.” Among so many other charitable activities, the Noés have been deeply 
involved with Kisharon, which provides the British Jewish community with vital sup- 
port for hundreds of people with learning difficulties and their families; they provide 
steadfast support of SEED, which stands at the forefront of adult Jewish education in 
the UK, and Kemach, an organization in Israel that “helps Haredi students sustain 
themselves in dignity,” providing both professional and vocational training for the 
Haredi community in Israel. 


The Noés are not simply donors to institutions. They are partners. Donors think ofa 
sum. Partners think of a cause, becoming rigorously and keenly involved, and giving 
of their time and energy. We are honored that they have chosen to partner with our 
two organizations, the Steinsaltz Center and Koren Publishers Jerusalem, enabling 
us to further and deepen learning among all Jews. 


Leo and Sue are the proud parents and grandparents of five children and their 
families. The next generation has been taught by example that with life’s gifts come 
the responsibilities to be active within and contribute to society — both Jewish and 
non-Jewish — as is consistent with the noblest of Jewish values. 


Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz 
Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction by the Editor-in-Chief 


The vastly expanded audience of Talmud study in our generation is a 
phenomenon of historical proportions. The reasons for this phenomenon 
are many, and include the availability of a wide array of translations, com- 
mentaries, and study aids. 


One outstanding example of such a work is the translation of the Talmud 
into modern Hebrew by Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz. The product 
of a lifetime of intense intellectual labor, this translation stands out in its 
uniqueness. 


But what can the interested student do if he or she does not comprehend 
the Hebrew, even in its modern form? Where is the English speaker who 
wishes to access this instructive material to turn? 


The Koren Talmud Barli that you hold in your hand is designed to be the 
answer to those questions. 


This work is the joint effort of Rabbi Steinsaltz himself, his closest advi- 
sory staff, and Koren Publishers Jerusalem. It is my privilege to have been 
designated editor-in-chief of this important project, and to have worked 
in close collaboration with a team of translators and copy editors, artists 
and graphic designers, scholars and editors. 


Together we are presenting to the English-speaking world a translation 
that has all the merits of the original Hebrew work by Rabbi Steinsaltz, 
and provides assistance for the beginner of any age who seeks to obtain 
the necessary skills to become an adept talmudist. 


This is the thirteenth volume of the project, tractates Moed Katan and 
Hagiga. It includes the entire original text, in the traditional configuration 
and pagination of the famed Vilna edition of the Talmud. This enables the 
student to follow the core text with the commentaries of Rashi, Tosafot, 
and the customary marginalia. It also provides a clear English translation 
in contemporary idiom, faithfully based upon the modern Hebrew edition. 


At least equal to the linguistic virtues of this edition are the qualities of its 
graphic design. Rather than intimidate students by confronting them with 
a page-size block of text, we have divided the page into smaller thematic 
units. Thus, readers can focus their attention and absorb each discrete 
discussion before proceeding to the next unit. The design of each page 
allows for sufficient white space to ease the visual task of reading. The 
illustrations, one of the most innovative features of the Hebrew edition, 
have been substantially enhanced and reproduced in color. 


INTRODUCTION BY THE EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB 
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The end result is a literary and artistic masterpiece. This has been achieved 
through the dedicated work of a large team of translators, headed by Rabbi Joshua 
Schreier, and through the unparalleled creative efforts of Raphaël Freeman and 
the gifted staff at Koren. 


The group of individuals who surround Rabbi Steinsaltz and support his work 
deserve our thanks as well. I have come to appreciate their energy, initiative, and 
persistence. And I thank the indefatigable Rabbi Menachem Even-Israel, whom 
I cannot praise highly enough. The quality of his guidance and good counsel is 
surpassed only by his commitment to the dissemination and perpetuation of his 
father’s precious teachings. 


Finally, in humility, awe, and great respect, I acknowledge Rabbi Adin Even-Israel 
Steinsaltz. I thank him for the inspirational opportunity he has granted me to 
work with one of the outstanding sages of our time. 


Rabbi Tzvi Hersh Weinreb 
Jerusalem 5774 
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Preface by the Executive Editor 


Toward the beginning of tractate Pesahim (3a), the Gemara questions the Mishna’s use 
of the term or rather than the standard term leil when referring to the evening of the 
fourteenth of Nisan. The Gemara introduces a discussion of the value of euphemism 
and refraining from the use of crude language. It concludes that despite the impor- 
tance of euphemism, if the euphemism comes at the expense of clarity and requires a 
less succinct formulation, it is preferable to speak concisely. Only when the choice is 
between equally concise phrases is the euphemism preferred. 


In his peirush, Rabbi Steinsaltz’s language is both concise and aesthetic. While 
explaining often difficult passages, he avoids the temptation to over-explain, inviting 
the reader to study the Talmud with him rather than doing all the thinking in the 
reader's place. We have attempted to follow his path in translating and editing the 
Koren Talmud Bavii. 


My involvement in the production of the Koren Talmud Bavli has been both a privilege 
and a pleasure. The Steinsaltz Center, headed by Rabbi Menachem Even-lIsrael 
and devoted to the dissemination of the wide-ranging, monumental works of Rabbi 
Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz, constitutes the Steinsaltz side of this partnership; Koren 
Publishers Jerusalem, headed by Matthew Miller, with the day-to-day management 
of the project in the able hands of Dena Landowne Bailey, constitutes the publishing 
side of this partnership. The combination of the inspiration, which is the hallmark 
of the Steinsaltz Center, with the creativity and professionalism for which Koren is 
renowned and which I experience on a daily basis, has lent the Koren Talmud Bavli its 
outstanding quality in terms of both content and form. 


I would like to express my appreciation for Rabbi Dr. Tzvi Hersh Weinreb, the editor- 
in-chief, whose insight and guidance have been invaluable. The contribution of my 
friend and colleague, Rabbi Dr. Shalom Z. Berger, the senior content editor, cannot be 
overstated; his title does not begin to convey the excellent direction he has provided 
in all aspects of this project. In addition, I would like to thank Rabbi Jason Rappoport, 
managing editor; Rabbi Joshua Amaru, coordinating editor; and Rabbi Avishai Ma- 
gence, content curator, whose tireless devotion to this project has been and continues 
to be crucial to the continued success of this project. The erudite and articulate men 
and women who serve as translators, editors, and copy editors have ensured that this 
project adheres to the highest standards. 
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There are several others whose contributions to this project cannot be over- 
looked. On the Steinsaltz side: Meir HaNegbi, Yacov Elbert, and Tsipora Ifrah. 
On the Koren side, Rabbi David Fuchs, Rabbi Hanan Benayahu, Efrat Gross, 
Rachel Hanstater Meghnagi, Rabbi Eliahu Misgav, and Rabbi Yinon Chen. 
Their assistance in all matters, large and small, is appreciated. 

At the risk of being repetitious, I would like to thank Rabbi Dr. Berger for 
introducing me to the world of Steinsaltz. Finally, I would like to thank Rabbi 
Menachem Even-Israel, with whom it continues to be a pleasure to move 
forward in this great enterprise. 


Rabbi Joshua Schreier 
Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction by the Publisher 


The Talmud has sustained and inspired Jews for thousands of years. Throughout 
Jewish history, an elite cadre of scholars has absorbed its learning and passed it on 
to succeeding generations. The Talmud has been the fundamental text of our people. 


Beginning in the 1960s, Rabbi Adin Even-Israel Steinsaltz wow created a revolu- 
tion in the history of Talmud study. His translation of the Talmud, first into modern 
Hebrew and then into other languages, as well the practical learning aids he added 
to the text, have enabled millions of people around the world to access and master 
the complexity and context of the world of Talmud. 


It is thus a privilege to present the Koren Talmud Bavli, an English translation of 
the talmudic text with the brilliant elucidation of Rabbi Steinsaltz. The depth and 
breadth of his knowledge are unique in our time. His rootedness in the tradition and 
his reach into the world beyond it are inspirational. 


Working with Rabbi Steinsaltz on this remarkable project has been not only an honor, 
buta great pleasure. Never shy to express an opinion, with wisdom and humor, Rabbi 
Steinsaltz sparkles in conversation, demonstrating his knowledge (both sacred and 
worldly), sharing his wide-ranging interests, and, above all, radiating his passion. I am 
grateful for the unique opportunity to work closely with him, and I wish him many 
more years of writing and teaching. 


Our intentions in publishing this new edition of the Talmud are threefold. First, we 
seek to fully clarify the talmudic page to the reader — textually, intellectually, and 
graphically. Second, we seek to utilize today’s most sophisticated technologies, both 
in print and electronic formats, to provide the reader with a comprehensive set of 
study tools. And third, we seek to help readers advance in their process of Talmud 
study. 


To achieve these goals, the Koren Talmud Bavli is unique in a number of ways: 


e The classic tzurat hadaf of Vilna, used by scholars since the 1800s, has been reset 
for greater clarity, and opens from the Hebrew “front” of the book. Full nikkud 
has been added to both the talmudic text and Rashi’s commentary, allowing 
for a more fluent reading with the correct pronunciation; the commentaries of 
Tosafot have been punctuated. Upon the advice of many English-speaking teach- 
ers of Talmud, we have separated these core pages from the translation, thereby 
enabling the advanced student to approach the text without the distraction of the 
translation. This also reduces the number of volumes in the set. At the bottom 
of each daf, there is a reference to the corresponding English pages. In addition, 
the Vilna edition was read against other manuscripts and older print editions, so 
that texts which had been removed by non-Jewish censors have been restored to 
their rightful place. 
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e The English translation, which starts on the English “front” of the book, reproduces the menukad 
Talmud text alongside the English translation (in bold) and commentary and explanation (in a 
lighter font). The Hebrew and Aramaic text is presented in logical paragraphs. This allows for a 
fluent reading of the text for the non-Hebrew or non-Aramaic reader. It also allows for the Hebrew 
reader to refer easily to the text alongside. Where the original text features dialogue or poetry, the 
English text is laid out in a manner appropriate to the genre. Each page refers to the relevant daf. 


Critical contextual tools surround the text and translation: personality notes, providing short 
biographies of the Sages; language notes, explaining foreign terms borrowed from Greek, Latin, 
Persian, or Arabic; and background notes, giving information essential to the understanding of 
the text, including history, geography, botany, archaeology, zoology, astronomy, and aspects of 
daily life in the talmudic era. 


Halakhic summaries provide references to the authoritative legal decisions made over the centu- 
ries by the rabbis. They explain the reasons behind each halakhic decision as well as the ruling’s 
close connection to the Talmud and its various interpreters. 


Photographs, drawings, and other illustrations have been added throughout the text — in full 
color in the Standard and Electronic editions, and in black and white in the Daf Yomi edition — 
to visually elucidate the text. 


This is not an exhaustive list of features of this edition; it merely presents an overview for the 
English-speaking reader who may not be familiar with the “total approach” to Talmud pioneered 
by Rabbi Steinsaltz. 


Several professionals have helped bring this vast collaborative project to fruition. My many col- 
leagues are noted on the Acknowledgments page, and the leadership of this project has been 
exceptional. 


RABBI MENACHEM EVEN-ISRAEL, DIRECTOR OF THE STEINSALTZ CENTER, was the driving 
force behind this enterprise. With enthusiasm and energy, he formed the happy alliance with Koren 
and established close relationships among all involved in the work. 


RABBI DR. TZVI HERSH WEINREB ¥’OW, EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, brought to this project his pro- 
found knowledge of Torah, intellectual literacy of Talmud, and erudition of Western literature. It is 
to him that the text owes its very high standard, both in form and content, and the logical manner 
in which the beauty of the Talmud is presented. 


RABBI JOSHUA SCHREIER, EXECUTIVE EDITOR, assembled an outstanding group of scholars, 
translators, editors, and copy editors, whose standards and discipline enabled this project to proceed 
in a timely and highly professional manner. 


RABBI MEIR HANEGBI, EDITOR OF THE HEBREW EDITION OF THE STEINSALTZ TALMUD, 
lent his invaluable assistance throughout the work process, supervising the reproduction of the 
Vilna pages. 


RAPHAEL FREEMAN created this Talmud’s unique typographic design which, true to the Koren 


approach, is both elegant and user friendly. 


It has been an enriching experience for all of us at Koren Publishers Jerusalem to work with the 
Steinsaltz Center to develop and produce the Koren Talmud Bavli. We pray that this publication will 
be a source of great learning and, ultimately, greater avodat Hashem for all Jews. 


Matthew Miller, Publisher 
Koren Publishers Jerusalem 


Jerusalem 5773 
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Introduction to Moed Katan 


Tractate Moed Katan' deals mainly with the halakhot pertaining to the intermediate 
days of the Festival, which are often referred to as simply: The Festivals, in rabbinic 
literature.” The discussion of these halakhot leads to a comprehensive treatment of 
two other fundamental areas of halakha: The halakhot of mourning and the halakhot 
of ostracism. 


Combining the halakhot of days of rejoicing with the halakhot of days of sadness in 
one tractate is seemingly contradictory, yet there exists a double connection between 
the two topics. First, there is a practical halakhic connection between these areas of 
halakha, as the labors that are prohibited on the intermediate days of the Festival are 
similar to the labors that are prohibited both during the period of mourning and with 
regard to one who is ostracized, as he must act as if he is in mourning. It is reasonable, 
then, to discuss these prohibitions in the same context. Second, there is an intrinsic 
connection between the halakhot of the intermediate days of the Festival and the 
halakhot of mourning in that they are derived in a parallel manner. 


The essential elements of both the intermediate days of the Festival and the period of 
mourning are mentioned in the Torah, and some of the broader details are alluded 
to as well. However, they do not appear as explicit commandments or obligations, 
and consequently are treated in talmudic literature as rabbinic commandments’ that 
are part of the oral tradition. This is the case despite the fact that they are mentioned 
in the written Torah and were practiced in the time of Moses. Even the Sages who 
maintain that these halakhot have a basis in Torah law agree that with regard to the 
specific details, the Bible delegated them to the Sages.* As a result, the halakhot 
discussed in this tractate are not based on the objective categories that characterize 
Torah law, but like most rabbinic commandments are dependent on circumstances 
and relative to the situation. 


This means that there is a basic difference between the labor prohibitions on the 
intermediate days of the Festival and those on Shabbat and the first or last days of 
the Festival. On Shabbat and Yom Kippur, “all labor” (Exodus 20:10), i.e., all creative, 
physical labor as defined by the Sages, is prohibited, and similar prohibitions apply 
to Festivals with a few exceptions, one of which is labor performed for the purpose 
of food preparation. In contrast, on the intermediate days of the Festival and during 
the period of mourning there is no objective prohibition against labor in its usual 
halakhic definition. Rather, the prohibition is against work, which is defined based 
on the amount of effort, exertion, or professional expertise that is involved in a given 
activity. 


Additionally, these halakhot of prohibited work are not absolute, as their main 
function is to preserve the unique nature of the day in order to ensure that it is not 
treated like an ordinary weekday. They therefore include certain leniencies such as, 
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inter alia, in cases of incurred loss. These are not objective categories that depend on 
the nature of the labor, but rather they are categories that depend on the relationship 
between the person performing the action and the labor he needs to perform. Thus, 
on the intermediate days of the Festival one is permitted to do work that is specifi- 
cally related to and necessary for the Festival. However, he may not treat these days 
as ordinary weekdays by performing labor that is unrelated to its celebration. 


It is the Sages who determine the criteria of what is prohibited on these days. They 
take into account issues such as when does a certain labor constitute degrading the 
Festival by treating it as a non-sacred day, and when, due to a specific need or for the 
purpose of enjoyment of the Festival, is it permitted to perform that labor? These 
same considerations play a role in determining what is permitted during the period 
of mourning. These days do not have a fundamental prohibition against labor, but 
rather one has an obligation to direct his attention to mourning and not turn them 
into ordinary days of routine where he is occupied with his normal work and occupa- 
tions and cannot give appropriate attention to his mourning. 


As there are no comprehensive categories governing the prohibition of labor on these 
days, the Sages were forced to establish many isolated halakhot that address specific 
situations. The Gemara in one place calls these: Sterile halakhot, in that each instance 
must be addressed separately: Does this activity involve a desecration of the Festival 
either due to excessive exertion or by resembling an activity performed on weekdays 
that would make this day seem ordinary and routine? Additional considerations 
include the indispensable needs of the individual and of society, and considerations 
such as the unrecoverable loss that will be incurred by not working on the Festival. 
Therefore, this tractate contains many individualized rulings which do not fit under 
one rubric. 


Due to the fact that so many activities were permitted, the Sages wondered ifit would 
not be better to simply cancel the prohibition of work on the intermediate days of 
the Festival completely. As these celebratory days did not have any specific ritual 
obligations, there was concern that they would turn into sole days of idleness.‘ In 
certain places the Sages in fact drastically limited the scope of the prohibitions of 
the intermediate days of the Festival.” 


In a similar vein, the halakhot of mourning, despite the fact that many of them are 
mentioned in the Torah and books of the prophets, were never formulated as obliga- 
tory commandments. Rather, the Sages consolidated all of the traditions and early 
customs? within general parameters. The halakhot of mourning establish a specific 
and defined framework for the expression of sorrow and mourning, the role of which 
is to provide an opportunity to feel and recognize the extent of the loss, while at 
the same time limiting the flow of emotions so that they do not destabilize the pro- 
gression of life. The exemption of acute mourners from all positive commandments 
as well as the prohibition of labor for all mourners was intended to allow them to deal 
with the burial of the deceased in a proper and respectful way, as well as to provide 
time and space for thinking about and feeling the loss of the deceased, expressing 
sorrow over this loss, and receiving comfort from others. 


Another aspect of the halakhot of mourning involves the public expression of the 
pain and loss: The mourner is required to rend his clothes, sit on the ground, and 
overturn his bed. Furthermore, the mourner is required to refrain from both pleasure 
and expressions of human grandeur: The prohibition against taking haircuts and 
doing laundry is an expression of the former, and the prohibition against donning 


phylacteries during the first day of mourning is an example of the latter. 
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The halakhot of ostracism, which are explored in depth in this tractate, are related to 
the halakhot of mourning. Excommunication and ostracism are not simply punish- 
ments involving social isolation; they are a form of banishment that requires one to 
act as though in mourning. Many of these halakhot are derived from and connected 
to those of a leper, who in a certain respect is ostracized and in mourning as well. 


There is another point of contact between the halakhot of mourning and those of 
the intermediate days of the Festival: When the period of mourning overlaps with 
Shabbat and Festivals. This raises the difficulty of the conflict between the com- 
mandments of rejoicing and delight on these days with the obligation to feel sorrow 
and mourning. Essentially, it was determined that the general obligations of taking 
delight in Shabbat and rejoicing on the Festival cancel the obligation of outward 
expression of personal mourning. 


There are three chapters in tractate Moed Katan. The first two mainly discuss the 
halakhot of the intermediate days of the Festival, while the third focuses on the 
halakhot of mourning, ostracism, and excommunication. Although this division 
is not absolute, as the Talmud often merges the discussion of various topics, each 
chapter has specific topics to which the discussion therein is dedicated: 


Chapter One discusses the activities that are prohibited during the course of the 
Festival, both those that are prohibited because they are considered work and those 
that would minimize the joy of the Festival. 


Chapter Two deals with the details of work that is permitted on the Festival due to 
the financial loss that would be incurred by abstaining from this work and due to 
other considerations. 


Chapter Three briefly addresses the halakhot of shaving and writing during the 
Festival. The main discussion, however, revolves around a comprehensive analysis 
of the halakhot of mourning and the halakhot of ostracism and excommunication. 
Additionally, this chapter takes a brief look at the related halakhot of leprosy. 


NOTES 

1. Inearlier generations, this tractate was referred to only as Moed, but it was changed to Moed Katan 
in order to distinguish between the tractate and the order Moed. In many earlier sources, Moed 
Katan is referred to as Mashkin, its opening word. 

2. The statement in the mishna that one who disparages the Festivals has no part in the World-to- 
Come (Avot 3:11) should be understood to refer to the intermediate days of the Festivals, and is a 
condemnation of one who acts as though they are ordinary weekdays. 

3. There is a dispute among the early commentaries as to whether the halakhot of the intermediate 
days of the Festival and the halakhot of mourning contain an element that is based on Torah law, 
or if their authority is entirely by rabbinic law. 

. Hagiga 18a. 

. Moed Katan 12a. 

. Jerusalem Talmud, Moed Katan 2:3. 


NY any + 


. See B.M. Levin, Compendium of Differences in Custom between the Land of Israel and Babylonia. 
Jerusalem: 1942 (Hebrew). 


8. Some of these are mentioned in the book of Genesis, chapters 23 and 50. 
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These are the appointed seasons of the Lord, which 
you shall proclaim to be holy convocations, to bring an 
offering made by fire unto the Lord, a burnt-offering, 
and a meal-offering, a sacrifice, and drink-offerings, 
each on its own day. 

(Leviticus 23:37) 


And on the fifteenth day of this month shall be a feast; 
seven days shall unleavened bread be eaten. The first 
day shall be a holy convocation; you shall do no manner 
of servile work. 

(Numbers 28:17-18) 


And on the fifteenth day of the seventh month you shall 
have a holy convocation; you shall do no manner of 
servile work, and you shall keep a feast unto the Lord 
seven days. 

(Numbers 29:12) 


The unique status of the intermediate days of the Festival, in that they are not full- 
fledged Festivals but at the same time are not ordinary weekdays, requires specific 
categories and halakhic definitions with regard to which activities are prohibited and 
which are permitted on those days. The central question clarified in this chapter is: 
Which labors are prohibited or permitted on the intermediate days of the Festival? 


It is clear that there is no absolute prohibition against performing labor on these days, 
and therefore one cannot issue a blanket ban on all work during this time. On the 
other hand, it is necessary to maintain the special and holy nature of these days, as 
they are called “appointed seasons,” and therefore should not be desecrated by being 
treated as workdays. As all agree that there are no clear principles set out in the Torah 
with regard to these issues, and the Bible delegated them to the Sages (Hagiga 18a), it 
is necessary to clarify the criteria the Sages established with regard to the work that 
is prohibited or permitted on the intermediate days of the Festival, while comparing 
them to similar areas of halakha such as the agricultural labors of the Sabbatical Year. 


Another aspect that requires explication is how to achieve the sanctity and celebration 
of the intermediate days of the Festival. As these weekdays occur within a period of 
festivity, nested between two Festivals, the commandment: “And you shall rejoice in 
your feast” (Deuteronomy 16:14) applies to them as well. This principle determines 
which activities should be avoided during the intermediate days of the Festival due 
to the fact that they interfere with the holiness and celebration of the time. This is 
either because the activity disrupts the rejoicing of the Festival by introducing other 
components that distract from the essence of the day or because it contains elements 
of grief and mourning that are inappropriate for times of celebration. 


The elucidation of these issues is the topic of this chapter. 


Introduction to 
Perek | 
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Perek I 
Daf2 Amuda 
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Doxa 


MISHN A One may irrigate" a field that requires 


irrigation’ on the intermediate days ofa Fes- 
tival" as well as during the Sabbatical Year," both from a newly 
emerged spring that began to flow only during the Festival, and 
from a spring that did not just emerge and that has been flowing 
for some time. However, one may not irrigate a field with rainwater 
collected in a cistern, a procedure that requires excessive exertion, or 
with water drawn with a shadoof [kilon],!®" a lever used to raise 
water with a bucket from deep down in a well. 


And one may not construct circular ditches around the bases 
of grapevines on the intermediate days of a Festival. Rabbi Elazar 
ben Azarya says: One may not construct a new water channel 
during the intermediate days of a Festival or during the Sabbatical 
Year. And the Rabbis say: One may construct a new water channel 
during the Sabbatical Year" and one may repair damaged water 
channels during the intermediate days of a Festival. 


In addition to performing labor on one’s own property in order to 
avoid financial loss, it is also permitted to perform labor on the 
intermediate days of a Festival for the public welfare: One may 
repair damaged water cisterns" that are in the public domain, and 
clean them out by removing the dirt and sediment that accumulated 
there; one may repair roads, streets," and ritual baths; and one 
may tend to all other public needs." So too, one may mark graves 
to inform the public of their ritual impurity, and inspectors may even 
go out to uproot the shoots of prohibited diverse kinds [kilayim]® 
that grew in the fields during the rainy season. 


NOTES 


One may irrigate — ppw: This tractate opens with the halak- 
hot concerning working the land on the intermediate days of 
a Festival. As some Sages rendered prohibited all agricultural 
labor, there is consequently a novelty in the leniency presented 
here (Tal Hayyim). 


A field that requires irrigation — pnbwn a: Opinions differ as 
to the precise meaning of a field that requires irrigation. Some 
explain that it refers exclusively to a field of grain, and not to an 
orchard (Rif). Others say that it refers specifically to a vegetable 
garden (Rid; Rid the Younger). Yet others say that it is referring 
to both a vegetable garden and a field of grain (Ritva; Meiri). 
Many early authorities maintain that orchards are also included 
in the definition. 


Shadoof [kilon] - yp: Some commentaries explain kilon to 
mean a deep channel (Arukh; Ran). Others say that it is called 
kilon because a bucket, kulta in Aramaic, is used to draw water 


Irrigation on the intermediate days of a Festival - yina mpwn: 
On the intermediate days of a Festival, one may not irrigate a 
field that suffices with rainwater, as the labor enhances, rather 
than maintains, the land. If a field requires irrigation, and one 
has begun to irrigate it before the Festival, one may continue to 
water the field on the intermediate days of a Festival. This is due 
to the fact that insufficient irrigation would lead to a significant 
loss. Even in the case of a field that requires irrigation, watering 
is permitted only when it does not entail excessive exertion, as 
in the case where one irrigates the field from a spring. One may 
not draw water from the spring with a bucket (Magen Avraham). 
Itis also prohibited to irrigate with rainwater collected in a cistern, 
which must be drawn with a bucket (Shu/han Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
537:1-2). 


Irrigation during the Sabbatical Year - mwaa mpo: A field 
that requires irrigation may be watered during the Sabbatical 


HALAKHA 


from it (Rif; Nimmukei Yosef, Ritva). Following Rav Hai Gaon, the 
Meiri explains that a kilon is a deep, covered channel from which 
water is drawn through special openings. 


Damaged water cisterns - 097373 oapbp: Some explain that the 
reference is to water cisterns that were damaged (Talmid Rab- 
beinu Yehiel of Paris). This also fits in with the Ra’avad's version of 
the text of the Gemara, in which the word kilkulei is spelled with 
two kafs, and, therefore is referring to ducts through which water 
is channeled to provide for municipal needs (see Meiri). Others 
explain, according to the standard text in which the word is 
spelled with two kufs, that this is referring to the sewage system 
through which unclean water flows (Rif; Ritva). 


Streets — niany: This term includes the city plazas where busi- 
ness is conducted. However, others say that it is referring to the 
lots behind houses where children play (Jalmid Rabbeinu Yehiel 
of Paris). 


Year so that the trees will not be ruined (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, 
Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 1:8). 


Working the land during the Sabbatical Year - yprp ntiay 
Myyawa: One is permitted to perform agricultural labor during 
the Sabbatical Year if it serves to preserve, rather than enhance, 
the trees or plants. This includes activities such as digging and 
repairing water channels, as will be explained in the Gemara 
(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 1:9). 


One may tend to all other public needs - 3773 rats bp pwiy: 
Public needs may be tended to during the intermediate days 
of a Festival. Therefore, one may repair roads, damaged water 
systems, and public ritual baths, as well as mark graves. The Rema 
adds that tasks that do not fulfill bodily needs, such as building 
a synagogue, should not be performed during the intermediate 
days of a Festival (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 544:1). 


LANGUAGE 
Shadoof [kilon] — op: From the Greek xnday, kélon, 
a mechanical device for drawing water operated by a 
lever. In the Gemara, kilon water refers to water that is 
not directly accessible and can be drawn only by means 
of a kilon. 


BACKGROUND 
Shadoof [kilon] - iy: The kilon was generally con- 
structed with a long rod that served as a lever to draw 
water primarily from streams or irrigation canals. 


Shadoof 


Diverse kinds [kilayim] - axa: This general term refers 
to many types of prohibited mixtures: Mixtures of wool 
and linen, crossbreeding of livestock, food crops in a 
vineyard, and a mixture of seeds. The mishna is discuss- 
ing the prohibition against planting a mixture of seeds, 
i.e., planting different species of crops in one area of the 
same field. 
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———_—————-__ NOTES 
Likely to collapse - royxh DNT: Most commentaries 
explain that if the walls of this new spring were to collapse, 
he field's owner would be forced to exert himself exces- 
sively on the Festival. Others add that if the walls of the irri- 
gation channel were to collapse, the efforts that the owner 
had already invested would have been for naught, as he 
would be unable to utilize the spring (Ritva). 


A term denoting thirst - xminy xr: Some commen- 
aries note that the Gemara in tractate Bava Batra (68a) 
discusses the meaning of the term beit hashelahin, trans- 
ated here as a field that requires irrigation, and offer vari- 
ous biblical sources: “Your shoots [shelahayikh] are like an 
orchard of pomegranates” (Song of Songs 4:13), and “Who 
sends [shole‘ah] water upon the fields” (Job 5:10). Some 
explain that in the context of that tractate the Gemara seeks 
to demonstrate that the term beit hashelahin is referring to 
a specific type of field, whereas here the Gemara cites a 
source to indicate that any field that requires irrigation is a 
beit hashelahin with regard to the halakhot discussed in the 
mishna (see Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris, Rabbi Shlomo 
ben HaYatom, Ritva, and Meiri). 


A term denoting settlement - xman» x: Some 
explain this derivation as follows: Similar to a young man 
who is pleased with his wife, a field referred to as a beit 
haba‘alis a field whose owners are pleased with it and have 
no worries, as it has all the water it needs (Ran; Ritva). 


Who is the tanna — san ja: A parallel discussion in the 
Jerusalem Talmud does not reach a clear conclusion with 
regard to the opinion of the anonymous tanna of the 
mishna in a case of excessive exertion to avoid financial 
loss. There is even an opinion cited in that discussion that 
attributes the mishna to Rabbi Meir, who holds that one 
may even use a new spring to irrigate a field that is not 
dependent upon irrigation. 


One may draw...provided that he does not water the 
entire field — Abas awa ny my» xbw 12b.. powin: The 
commentaries dispute what type of field this is referring to. 
Rashi explains that the reference is to a field that suffices 
with rainwater. The Ra’avad and Ran maintain that it is refer- 
ring to a field that requires irrigation, where there are trees 
but not vegetables growing. 
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G E M ARA The Gemara begins by questioning the 


wording of the mishna: Now that it has 
been said that on the intermediate days of a Festival one may 
irrigate a field from a newly emerged spring, whose walls have 
not yet stabilized and are likely to collapse," necessitating labori- 
ous repairs, is it necessary to mention that one may irrigate a field 
from a spring that did not just emerge, whose walls have already 
stabilized and are therefore not likely to collapse? 


The Gemara answers: They say that it was necessary to mention 
the second case as well. For had the tanna taught us the halakha 
with regard to only a newly emerged spring, I would have 
said that here, in the case of a field that requires irrigation, yes, 
one is permitted to irrigate from such a spring, but in the case of 
a field that ordinarily suffices with rainwater, no, one is not 
permitted to do so, because it is likely to collapse. But with 
regard to a spring that did not just emerge, that is not likely 
to collapse, I might say that one may provide supplementary 
irrigation even in the case of a field that ordinarily suffices with 
rainwater. 


Therefore, the tanna teaches us that a newly emerged spring is 
no different from a spring that did not just emerge. In the case 
of a field that requires irrigation, yes, one may irrigate on the 
intermediate days of a Festival, while in the case of a field that 
ordinarily suffices with rainwater, no, one may not do so, even 
from an established spring. 


The Gemara raises a question with regard to a linguistic issue: 
And from where may it be inferred that this term, beit hashelahin, 
a field that requires irrigation, is a term denoting thirst," implying 
that supplementary watering is necessary? The Gemara answers: 
As it is written: “And you were faint and weary” (Deuteronomy 
25:18). The term faint is referring to the thirst of the Israelites in 
the desert. And, in the standard Aramaic translation, we translate 
the verse as: And you were thirsty [meshalhei] and weary. The 
letters het and heh are sometimes interchanged, and therefore the 
term beit hashelahin connotes a thirsty field. 


And from where may it be inferred that this term, beit haba‘al, 
a field that suffices with rainwater, is a term denoting settlement," 
i.e., an established field that does not require extensive upkeep? 
As it is written: “For as a young man takes to himself [yiv‘al] a 
virgin, so shall your sons take you to themselves” (Isaiah 62:5). 
And it is translated in the Aramaic translation: As a young man 
settles down with a virgin, so shall your sons become settled 
within you. Similarly, beit haba‘alis referring to a settled field that 
suffices with rainwater. 


The Gemara begins to clarify the underlying principle of the 
mishna, asking: Who is the anonymous tanna" of the mishna 
who maintains that labor performed to prevent a considerable 
loss, such as watering a field that requires irrigation, yes, it 
is permitted on the intermediate days of a Festival; but labor 
performed to increase one’s profit, such as watering a field that 
ordinarily suffices with rainwater, no, it is not permitted? Further- 
more, even in a case involving loss, one may not excessively 
exert oneself, as the tanna of the mishna renders prohibited all 
cases of watering fields with collected rainwater or with water 
drawn with a shadoof, even in a field that requires irrigation. 


Rav Huna said: It is Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov, as we learned 
in a mishna: Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov says: In a field filled with 
trees, one may draw water via channels from tree to tree, pro- 
vided that in doing so he does not water the entire field." As 
this field ordinarily suffices with rainwater, it is prohibited to 
water the entire field. Therefore, it is evident that Rabbi Eliezer 
ben Ya'akov renders prohibited work performed to increase profit 
on the intermediate days of a Festival. 
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The Gemara challenges this comparison: Say that you heard that 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Yaakov holds that labor performed only to 
increase profit is not permitted." But did you hear him prohibit 
excessive exertion in a case of considerable loss? This aspect of 
the mishna finds no expression in the words of Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya'akov. 


Rather, Rav Pappa said: In accordance with whose opinion is 
this mishna? It is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda, as it is taught in a baraita: From a newly emerged spring 
one may irrigate even a field that ordinarily suffices with rain- 
water; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yehuda says: 
One may irrigate only a field requiring irrigation that dried up 
and needs water. Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya says: Neither the one 
nor the other. Furthermore, Rabbi Yehuda said: Owing to the 
exertion involved, one may not divert a water channel from its 
regular path in order to water his garden" or his ruin, which is 
now being used for planting, during the intermediate days of a 
Festival. 


The Gemara first clarifies the case of the baraita: What does Rabbi 
Yehuda mean when he speaks of a field that is dried up? If we 
say that the field is literally dried up and the plants are already 
parched, why do I need to water it? Abaye said: It means that the 
one spring from which the field had been irrigated until now 
dried up, but in the meantime another spring emerged. If the 
field is not irrigated from this spring, it will be ruined. 


The Gemara explains the next clause of the baraita, which states: 
Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya says: Neither the one nor the other. 
By this he means that it is no different whether the original 
spring dried up or did not dry up. The guiding principle is: From 
a newly emerged spring one may not irrigate even a field that 
requires irrigation. 


In any event, Rabbi Yehuda seems to maintain an opinion that is 
like that of the mishna, i.e., that only a field that requires irrigation 
may be watered, but not a field that suffices with rainwater. And 
even in the case of a field that requires irrigation, excessive exer- 
tion is prohibited. The Gemara challenges this understanding: 
And from where do you conclude that the mishna reflects the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda? Perhaps Rabbi Yehuda stated that a 
field that requires irrigation, yes, one may irrigate it on the 
intermediate days of a Festival, and a field that suffices with 
rainwater, no, one may not do so, only with regard to a newly 
emerged spring,“ 


as it is likely to collapse. But in the case of a spring that did not 
just emerge, which is not likely to collapse because its walls have 
already stabilized, even a field that ordinarily suffices with rain- 
water may be irrigated. 


The Gemara asks: If that were so, then to whom, i.e., to which 

tanna, would you attribute the mishna?" According to this inter- 
pretation, the mishna does not correspond to any opinion, while 

according to the previous interpretation, it corresponds to the 

opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. Rather, it must be that according to the 

opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, a newly emerged spring is no differ- 
ent from a spring that did not just emerge. A field that requires 

irrigation, yes, it may be irrigated, while a field that suffices with 

rainwater, no, it may not be irrigated. And the baraita opted to 

teach this dispute in the case ofa newly emerged spring in order 
to convey the far-reaching nature of the opinion of Rabbi Meir, 
which states that one may irrigate even from a newly emerged 

spring, and even a field that suffices with rainwater. 


—————_ NOTES 9 ——____—_—_—- 
Profit is not permitted — xt TTI: Some read this 
sentence together with the next word, exertion [tirha], 
forming a phrase that means: Say that you heard that Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov holds that labor done to increase profit 
without exertion is not permitted, but did you hear him 
prohibit labor done to prevent financial loss? Labor done 
in this circumstance should be permitted even if it involves 
exertion (see Ran). They explain that an orchard requires 
little water, and therefore one can profit without significant 
exertion by allowing the water collecting around one tree 
to flow to the others (Peirush). 


Divert...to water his garden - indy Tp... T39: This 
is referring to a garden that suffices with rainwater (Rashi 
on Rif). However, Tosafot and the Ran hold that it is a field 
that requires irrigation. 


Perhaps. ..RabbiYehuda stated a distinction. ..only with 
ran toanewly g spring INN? xd. x97 
as Rabbi Vahl se statement is a continuation of a baraita 
that discusses a newly emerged spring (Talmid Rabbeinu 
Yehiel of Paris). 


NOTES 

To whom would you attribute the mishna - wars pma 
ayaa: There are no other known tannaitic opinions on 
the topic of watering fields during the intermediate days 
of a Festival. Since it is difficult to assert that the mishna 
is an additional opinion unlike other known opinions (see 
Meiri), it is preferable to suggest that Rabbi Yehuda’s ruling 
in the baraita is not limited to a newly emerged spring, 
so that his opinion, which is already quite similar to the 
ruling of the mishna, is entirely consistent with the mishna 
(see Tosafot). 
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| HALAKHA 
One who weeds or one who waters seedlings on Shabbat - 


who waters plants on Shabbat violates a subcategory of the 
prohibited labor of sowing, in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Yosef (Maggid Mishne; Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Shabbat 8:1-2). 


If one prunes the branches of a tree and he needs the 
wood — myy) Pw Watt: If one unwittingly prunes a tree on 
Shabbat in a case where the pruning facilitates the growth 
of the tree, and he needs the wood that he prunes, he is 
liable to bring two sin-offerings, one for the prohibited labor 
of reaping and one for the prohibited labor of sowing, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rav Kahana (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 8:4). 


| NOTES | 

For what prohibited labor do we forewarn him — xa own 
FPA PWM: Since weeding and watering plants are not explic- 
itly mentioned in the Torah, and are also not listed among 
the thirty-nine primary categories of labor prohibited on 
Shabbat, the transgressor might think that they constitute 
labors prohibited merely by rabbinic decree, not by Torah 
law. Therefore, the name of the primary labor whose category 
includes weeding and watering must be mentioned in the 
warning (Rid; Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


The dispute between Rabba and Rav Yosef - 7131 npma 
i IN: Tosafot explain that their dispute is whether an activ- 
ity is categorized based upon the nature of the action one 
performs or based upon the purpose of that action. The Ritva 
offers a different explanation, that the dispute is whether to 
define the action based upon what occurs at the time of the 
action or based upon the eventual result. 


It is difficult - xp: Many delete this phrase from the text 
of the Gemara, because as a principle, the Gemara does not 
challenge the opinion of one amora with the opinion of 
another (see Josafot). Some say that because Rav Kahana 
was the greatest Sage of his generation, and his opinions 
were widely accepted, his statements are considered like 
those of a tanna and there is no need to delete the phrase. 
Nevertheless, the Gemara did not deem Rav Kahana’s state- 
ment a conclusive refutation of the opinions of Rabba and 
Rav Yosef, because Rabba and Rav Yosef maintain that a 
Festival is different from Shabbat, and one is not liable to 
be punished separately for the performance of each one of 
multiple primary categories of labor. Indeed, the Ritva cites a 
version of the text that indicates that the Gemara is referring 
to one who performs these activities on a Festival and not on 
Shabbat. Alternatively, according to the Rashbam (Bava Batra 
52b), although the Gemara does challenge the opinion of one 
amora on the basis of the opinion of a more authoritative 
amora, such a challenge can never serve as a conclusive 
refutation of the ruling of the other amora. 
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§ It was stated that the amora’im disputed the following ques- 
tion: With regard to one who weeds or one who waters seed- 
lings on Shabbat," for what prohibited labor do we forewarn 
him?" Judicial punishment may be administered to a sinner 
only if he has been forewarned by two witnesses prior to 
the commission of his offense. This forewarning must include 
the specific transgression being violated, and on Shabbat it 
must include the specific category of prohibited labor that the 
action involves. Rabba said: It is due to the prohibition against 
plowing. Rav Yosef said: It is due to the prohibition against 
sowing." 


Rabba said: According to my opinion it is reasonable. Just 
as the usual objective of plowing is to loosen the earth, so 
too, this, weeding or watering, loosens the earth. Rav Yosef 
said: According to my opinion, it is reasonable. Just as the 
usual objective of sowing is to cause the fruit to grow, here too, 
weeding or watering causes the fruit to grow. 


Abaye said to Rabba: According to your opinion, it is difficult, 
and according to the opinion of Rav Yosef, it is difficult. Abaye 
explains: According to your opinion, it is difficult: Is it true that 
for the prohibition against plowing, yes, he is forewarned, but 
for the prohibition against sowing, no, he is not forewarned? 
Similarly, according to the opinion of Rav Yosef, it is difficult: 
Can it be that for the prohibition against sowing, yes, he is fore- 
warned, but for the prohibition against plowing, no, he is not 
forewarned? Everyone should agree that weeding and watering 
fall under the categories of both plowing and sowing. 


And if you say that anywhere that there are two possible catego- 
ries of prohibited labor into which a particular action might fall, 
one is liable to be punished for only one of them, didn’t Rav 
Kahana say: If one prunes’ the branches of a vine on Shabbat 

and he needs the wood" for firewood or any other purpose, he 

is liable to bring two sin-offerings? He is liable to bring one sin- 
offering for violating the primary category of sowing, as pruning 

vines facilitates their growth, and so it is a sub-category of sowing. 
And he is liable to bring one sin-offering for violating the primary 
category of reaping, as the essence of reaping is detaching that 
which one needs from the ground. Since he needs the wood 

that he is detaching from the vine, his action is considered reap- 
ing. Consequently, one action that incorporates two prohibited 

labors causes liability for both. 


The Gemara concludes: Indeed, it is difficult" according to both 
opinions. 


BACKGROUND 


If one prunes — ‘Wait: Pruning, which was performed primarily 
on grapevines, is done in order to strengthen the vine. A grape- 
vine that is not pruned will not grow well the following year 
and will not produce good fruit. Consequently, the purpose of 
such pruning is to facilitate the vine’s growth. 


Pruned vines 
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Rav Yosef raised an objection to the opinion of Rabba from 
what is taught in the following baraita: One who weeds in 
proximity to diverse kinds of seeds, or covers with earth the 
exposed roots of diverse kinds," is flogged for transgressing the 
prohibition against diverse kinds, i.e., tending different species 
of crops in one area of the same field, as it is stated: “You shall 
not sow your field with two kinds of seed” (Leviticus 19:19). 
Rabbi Akiva says: Even one who maintains in his field a 
mixture of species" that he could have uprooted is flogged for 
violating the prohibition against diverse kinds of seeds. 


Rav Yosef explains: Granted, according to my opinion, that 
I say that one who weeds on Shabbat is forewarned for the 
prohibited labor of sowing, this is the reason he is liable to 
be punished with flogging for weeding diverse seeds: Sowing 
diverse kinds is prohibited. But according to you, who said 
that one who weeds on Shabbat is forewarned for plowing, 
why is one liable to be flogged for weeding in proximity to 
diverse kinds? Is plowing prohibited in connection with 
diverse kinds? At the time of plowing, there is no mixture of 
different species of crops, so plowing cannot be prohibited in 
this case. 


Rabba said to him: According to my opinion, one who weeds 
a field of diverse kinds is flogged not because he is guilty of 
plowing, but for violating the prohibition against maintaining 
a mixture of species in his field. 


The Gemara objects: However, from the fact that it teaches in 
the latter clause of the baraita that Rabbi Akiva says: Even one 
who maintains in his field a mixture of species is liable to be 
flogged, it may be inferred that according to the anonymous 
first tanna, the liability for weeding is not for maintaining 
diverse kinds, but for performing some other prohibited labor. 


The Gemara rejects this opinion: In fact, the entire baraita 
reflects the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, and it is stated in the style 
of what is the reason. The baraita should be understood as 
follows: What is the reason that one who weeds and one 
who covers the exposed roots of diverse kinds with earth is 
flogged? He is flogged for maintaining diverse kinds in his 
field, as Rabbi Akiva says: Even one who maintains in his field 
a mixture of species is flogged. 


With regard to Rabbi Akiva’s opinion, the Gemara asks: What 
is the reason for Rabbi Akiva’s opinion? How did he derive 
this prohibition from the verses? The Gemara answers: As it is 
taught in a baraita: “You shall not sow your field with mingled 
seed” (Leviticus 19:19). I have derived from this verse that only 
sowing diverse kinds is prohibited. From where is it derived 
that maintaining diverse kinds, which does not involve any 
positive action, is also prohibited? 


The verse states: “Diverse kinds, you shall not sow your field 
with mingled seed” (Leviticus 19:19 )." The prohibition against 
planting different species of a crop in one area of the same 
field is preceded in the verse by the prohibition against cross- 
breeding livestock: “You shall not let your cattle gender with a 
diverse kind.” A slight change in punctuation yields the phrase: 
Diverse kinds in your field, you shall not, indicating that merely 
preserving diverse kinds in one’s field is prohibited. 


§ The Gemara returns to the original topic of discussion: We 
learned in the mishna: One may irrigate a field that requires 
irrigation on the intermediate days of a Festival as well as 
during the Sabbatical Year.® 
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HALAKHA 


One who weeds or covers with earth the exposed roots 
of diverse kinds — Dyba Tama WN: It is prohibited to 
sow diverse kinds of seeds in Eretz Yisrael. If one sows them 
or performs any other action to facilitate their growth, such 
as weeding or covering them with earth, he is liable to receive 
lashes (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 297:1). 


NOTES 

One who maintains a mixture of species — 071071: Opinions 
differ as to how to interpret this category of prohibition. In sev- 
eral places in his commentary, Rashi interprets maintaining a 
mixture of species in its simple sense, as referring to one who 
sees diverse kinds in a vineyard but refrains from uprooting them. 
Many commentaries challenge this understanding, because it 
is a generally accepted principle that one is not flogged for a 
passive transgression. One is responsible for maintaining diverse 
kinds only if he performed some action, e.g., if he constructed a 
fence around the prohibited plantings (Rashi on Avoda Zara 64a; 
Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; Ritva). Some explain that others 
sowed the diverse kinds for him, and now he is tending to them 
and facilitating their growth (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


Diverse kinds, you shall not sow your field with mingled 
seed - Kb yw Dyha: According to many early commentaries, 
the text here reads: No diverse kinds. According to this reading, 
the verse is being interpreted homiletically in accordance with 
the method of subtracting a word and interpreting what is left. 
In this case the word sow is left out, and the verse is understood 
to mean that the mere presence of diverse kinds is prohibited 
(Rid; Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). 


BACKGROUND 


The Sabbatical Year - maw: The Sabbatical Year is the last year 
of the seven-year Sabbatical cycle. The first such cycle began 
after the conquest of Canaan by Joshua. It is also known as 
shemitta, literally, abandonment, or release. The halakhot of the 
Sabbatical Year are explicitly commanded in the Torah (Leviticus 
25:1-7; Deuteronomy 15:1-6). Most authorities maintain that the 
conditions under which there is an obligation by Torah law to 
observe the Sabbatical Year have lapsed, and its present-day 
observance is by rabbinic decree. The particular regulations that 
apply to the Sabbatical Year fall under two main categories: 

(1) All agricultural land must lie fallow. It is prohibited to work 
the land, except for what is necessary to keep existing crops 
alive. All produce that does grow is ownerless and must be left 
unguarded in the fields so that any creature, including wild 
animals and birds, can have ready access to it. So long as produce 
can still be found in the fields, one may keep small amounts of 
itin his home in order to eat it. After the last remnants of a crop 
have been removed from the field, that crop may no longer be 
kept in one’s home. Produce that grew from existing plants dur- 
ing the Sabbatical Year may be eaten, but it may not be bought 
and sold in the normal manner or used for purposes other than 
eating. Produce that grew from seeds during the Sabbatical Year, 
even if it grew by itself, may not be consumed. Most understand 
that the prohibition against consuming produce that was grown 
from seeds during the Sabbatical Year is by rabbinic decree, but 
some authorities say it is prohibited by Torah law. 

(2) All loans are canceled. All outstanding loans owed by Jews 
to each other are canceled on the last day of the Sabbatical Year. 
This does not apply to loans whose payment is not yet due on 
this day, nor does it apply when collection proceedings have 
already been initiated in court. 


:241’X P15: MOED KATAN: PEREK I:2B 11 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


HALAKHA 


The release of land — ypyp nwnw: The Sabbatical Year is 
observed only in Eretz Yisrael. The Sages were divided as to 

whether it must be observed by Torah law at all times, or only 
when the Jubilee year is observed, or only when the Temple is 
standing. Some maintain that even today, the halakhot govern- 
ing the Sabbatical Year are in effect by Torah law. Rabbi Yehuda 

HaNasi and Abaye do not agree with this opinion (Kesef Mishne). 
Others hold that the obligation at present is by rabbinic law 

(Ramban; Rashba). Some (Sefer HaTeruma; Rabbi Yosef Kurkus; 

see also Peat HaShulhan) claim that the Rambam agrees with 

the opinion that at present the obligation is by rabbinic law 

(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 4:25). 


The release of money - 0393 nYa: The Torah obligation to 
release money, i.e., the prohibition against collecting loans, is 
applicable only when the Jubilee is in effect. When the Jubilee 
is in effect, loans are canceled upon the conclusion of the Sab- 
batical Year, both in and outside of Eretz Yisrael. The obligation 
to release money is observed today by rabbinic law, so that 
the Jewish people will not forget this halakha (Rambam Sefer 
Zera‘im, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 9:2-3). 


NOTES 


When you are mandated by Torah law to release land - pata 
ymp baw AAXW: The commentaries disagree about the 
meaning of the release of land. According to Rashi, the Gemara 
is referring to the prohibition against performing agricultural 
labor during the Sabbatical Year. When this prohibition is not 
in effect, there is also no obligation to refrain from collecting 
loans. Other commentaries question this explanation: Why 
was it more obvious to Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi that the Torah 
prohibition against agricultural labor does not apply nowadays 
and less obvious that the prohibition to collect loans does 
not apply? Rabbeinu Hananel explains that the prohibition 
against agricultural labor became irrelevant de facto because 
he majority of the land in Eretz Yisrael was owned by gentiles. 
According to this explanation, the Gemara speaks not of the 
Temple period, but of a period many years after the destruc- 
ion of the Temple. Rabbeinu Tam (cited in Tosafot on Gittin 
36a), on the other hand, maintains that the release of land 
referred to here is the release of land in the Jubilee Year, when 
fields that have been purchased return to their original own- 
ers. This release of land no longer applied from the end of the 
First Temple period. The later commentaries discussed these 
halakhot at great length in connection with the present-day 
obligations of the Sabbatical Year (see Hazon Ish). 
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The Gemara asks: Granted, with regard to the intermediate days 

ofa Festival, where the prohibition against irrigation is due to the 

mandate to avoid excessive exertion on the Festival, in a case of 
considerable loss, the Sages permitted one to exert himself. How- 
ever, during the Sabbatical Year, both according to the one who 

said that one who waters is liable due to the prohibition against 
sowing, and according to the one who said that one is liable due 

to the prohibition against plowing, are sowing and plowing 

permitted during the Sabbatical Year? How can these actions be 

permitted when the Torah explicitly renders prohibited working 

the land during the Sabbatical Year? 


Abaye said: The mishna is referring to the Sabbatical Year in 
the present time, when its prohibitions are only by rabbinic 
decree, and itis in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi. As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
says: When the verse states: “And this is the manner of the 
release, every creditor will release that which he has lent to his 
neighbor” (Deuteronomy 15:2), the verse speaks of two releases: 
One is the release of land," that one must refrain from working 
the land, and the other is the release of money," that one must 
refrain from collecting debts. 


This verse equates these two releases, indicating that when you 
are mandated by Torah law to release land,‘ you must release 
money, and when you are not mandated to release land, you 
need not release money. This indicates that according to Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, at the present time, the release of land is not 
mandated by Torah law. Therefore, observance of the Sabbatical 
Year is mandated only by rabbinic law, and the Sages were lenient 
in a case of significant loss. 


Rava said: Even if you say that the mishna was taught in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Rabbis, who disagree with Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasiand maintain that the observance of the Sabbatical 
Year, even at the present time, is mandated by Torah law, one can 
understand the leniency in the mishna. The reason for the leni- 
ency with regard to irrigation is because only primary categories 
of labor were prohibited by the Merciful One, i.e., by Torah law, 


whereas the subcategories of labor that are derived from them, 
e.g, watering, were not prohibited by the Merciful One, i.e., by 
Torah law, but only by rabbinic law; and in a case of loss the Sages 
were lenient. The source for this distinction is as it is written: “But 
in the seventh year shall be a sabbath of solemn rest for the land, 
a sabbath for the Lord: Your field you shall not sow, and your 
vineyard you shall not prune. That which grows of its own accord 
of your harvest you shall not reap, nor gather the grapes of your 
undressed vines” (Leviticus 25:4-5). 


Since pruning is included in the principal category of sowing, 
as its objective is to encourage the plant’s growth, and picking 
grapes is included in the principal category of reaping grain, as 
both involve removal of produce from a plant, for the purpose 
of teaching what halakha did the Merciful One write them? 
Why did the Torah explicitly prohibit pruning and picking grapes, 
rather than sufficing with the general prohibitions against sowing 
and reaping? 
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The Gemara answers that these were individually enumerated to 
say that only for these subcategories" of labor is one liable to be 
flogged, while for other subcategories of labor, i.e., watering a field, 
one is not liable." Consequently, there are only four types of labor 
that are prohibited by Torah law during the Sabbatical Year: Sowing 
and its subcategory of pruning, as well as reaping and its subcate- 
gory of grape picking. All other subcategories of labor are prohibited 
only by rabbinic decree. 


The Gemara asks: And is there really no liability for other subcatego- 
ries of labor? Isn’t it taught in a baraita: “Your field you shall not 
sow, and your vineyard you shall not prune” (Leviticus 25:4). I 
have derived from here an explicit prohibition only against sowing 
and pruning. From where do I derive that weeding, i.e., uprooting 
weeds, hoeing, and cutting weeds, even without uprooting them, 


are also prohibited? The verse states: “Your field you shall not sow” 


and “your vineyard you shall not prune.’ This wording indicates 
that no labor may be performed in your field, and no labor may be 
performed in your vineyard. 


Similarly, from where is it derived that one may not prune’ trees," 
and one may not trim dry branches from trees," and one may not 
cut large branches [mefasegin]‘’ from trees? The verse states: 
“Your field you shall not sow” and “your vineyard you shall not 
prune,” thereby teaching that no labor may be performed in your 
field, and no labor may be performed in your vineyard. 


Similarly, from where is it derived that one may not fertilize fields 
and vineyards, and one may not remove stones" that surround 
the base of a tree and impede its growth, and one may not cover 
exposed roots with dust," and one may not fumigate” a tree in 
order to exterminate worms? The verse states: “Your field you shall 
not sow” and “your vineyard you shall not prune,” thereby indicat- 
ing that no labor may be performed in your field, and no labor may 
be performed in your vineyard." 


The apparent conclusion from this is that all labor in a field or a 
vineyard is prohibited. One might have thought that one may also 
not hoe lightly under olive trees and one may not hoe under 
grapevines, and one may not fill cracks in the ground with water, 
and one may not construct circular ditches around the bases of 
grapevines in order to collect rainwater." Therefore, the verse 
states: “Your field you shall not sow.” 
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HALAKHA 


Primary categories and subcategories of prohibited 
labor during the Sabbatical Year - ninbim niax 
Myawa: There is a positive mitzva to refrain from working 
the land and cultivating trees during the Sabbatical Year. 
Flogging by Torah law is administered only for sowing, 
pruning, reaping, and gathering, which are all explicitly 
enumerated in the Torah. One who performs other agri- 
cultural tasks is liable by rabbinic decree to be flogged 
(Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 1:1-3). 


No labor may be performed in your field and no labor 
may be performed in your vineyard - Jiwa maxdabs 
x yrs max boy x5: One who removes rocks from 
afield, fertilizes, grafts, plants trees, supports an unsteady 
ree, covers a tree's roots with dust, fumigates, or performs 
any similar task that facilitates the growth of plants and 
rees violates a positive mitzva and is liable by rabbinic 
decree to be flogged (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot 
Shemitta VeYovel 1:4). 


Light hoeing and constructing circular ditches — n»wy 
wapp nimy: One may hoe beneath grapevines in order 
o dig circular ditches. Similarly, one may hoe beneath an 
olive tree to seal cracks, but one may not hoe in order 
o strengthen the tree (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 
Shemitta VeYovel 1:7). 


LANGUAGE 


Cut large branches [mefasegin] — px: Some maintain 
that this word is the verb form of the word pisga, peak, and 
means to raise or elevate. Others suggest that it is similar 
to the root p-s-k, meaning to open and broaden, in the 
sense that one who cuts large branches creates more 
room for the remaining branches. Yet others say that the 
root p-s-g simply means to cut. 


BACKGROUND 
Fumigate — pawyia: Fumigation, whether it was done with 
plain smoke or with smoke from burning sulfur, served 
the same purpose as does fumigating trees in our time: 
To rid the tree of various types of bugs that infest its leaves 
and fruit. 


NOTES 


For these subcategories — nitin INT: According to the 
manuscript version of Rashi’s commentary, the word subcate- 
gories does not appear in the Gemara. According to this version, 
it is possible to suggest that since pruning and picking grapes 
are explicitly enumerated in the Torah, they are considered 
primary categories. Most commentaries, however, accept the 
version of the text that refers to pruning and picking grapes as 
subcategories. They explain that the primary categories are the 
significant labors while the subcategories are the less significant 
labors (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). Others explain that the 
terms primary categories and subcategories are employed here 
as they apply to the prohibited labors of Shabbat: That which is 
considered a primary category with regard to Shabbat is also 
considered a primary category with regard to the Sabbatical 
Year, whereas all other labors are called subcategories (Rabbi 
Shlomo ben HaYatom; Rashi; see also Ritva). 


Your field you shall not sow and your vineyard you shall not 
prune - Kh m2, x ‘TIW: There are several ways to under- 
stand this derivation. Rabbeinu Hananel explains that since it 
is obvious that sowing is performed in a field and pruning in a 
vineyard, the terms your field and your vineyard are superfluous. 
Therefore, they are understood to indicate that all labor in the 
field and the vineyard is prohibited. Others suggest that this 
derivation is based upon the order of words in the verse. The 
verse could have stated: You shall not sow your field, and: You 


shall not prune your vineyard. The unusual phraseology of the 
verse, which places the Hebrew term for the word not adjacent 
to the Hebrew words for field and vineyard, indicates that all 
labors in the field and vineyard are prohibited (Jalmid Rabbeinu 
Yehiel of Paris). The Ritva explains that the wording of the verse 
itself is not the source of the halakha, but rather an abbrevi- 
ated reference to the generalization, detail, and generalization 
principle that the Gemara mentions below, which is the real 
source of this halakha. 


Prune — 309p: The commentaries agree that here, prun- 
ing is referring to the removal of dry branches. Rashi explains 
that this is merely a linguistic change from the term zemira 
mentioned in the verse, which refers exclusively to vineyards. 
Others say that the term used here is referring to the removal 
of branches in a way that is different from ordinary pruning 
(see Shenot Eliyahu). 


From where is it derived that one may not prune trees — p32 
pappa pw: The commentaries question why the prohib- 
ited labors derived from this verse are not listed all together. 
Some explain that the tanna of this baraita was taught the 
prohibitions listed here in separate groupings, and repeated 
each lesson as it had been conveyed to him (Jalmid Rabbeinu 
Yehiel of Paris). Alternatively, the groups of prohibited labors are 
listed independently because they relate to different spheres of 
activity: Labors performed in a field, labors performed directly 


ona tree, and labors performed on the ground (Talmid Rabbeinu 
Yehiel of Paris; Ran). 


Trim dry branches from trees — "T43: Some say that this refers 
to removing branches from the tree in order to allow the tree 
trunk to thicken (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). Others explain 
that it is referring to cutting superfluous roots (Peirush). 


Cut large branches - p33: Rashi and Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola explain that this means supporting weak 
branches. Others explain that it means tying branches together 
in order to stimulate growth (Peirush; Ran). Others say that this 
is referring to cutting off all the tree's branches so that its trunk 
will grow thicker (Meiri; see Arukh). 


Remove stones — 779: Some explain that this means remov- 
ing the stones that weigh down heavily on the roots of the 
tree (Rashi; Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). Others understand 
that it means removing unneeded leaves from the tree (Meiri; 
Jerusalem Talmud). 


Cover exposed roots with dust — }a%/2: Some say this refers 
to removing dust from the tree (Arukh), whereas others say it 
means just the opposite, applying dust and earth to the tree 
(Rashi). The Meiri cites two additional explanations: Applying 
dust and other materials to a place where the tree suffered a 
cut, or sprinkling fragrant powder on the tree's fruit. 
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NOTES 
Just as sowing is unique — NIRA TY ma: 
Rabbeinu Hananel and Rashi understand that 
any agricultural task that is not common to both 
a field and a vineyard is not included. Some say 
that the term unique is used here in the sense 
of significant (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 
Similarly, the Ran explains that the distinction 
is between a labor that is performed once a year 
and labor that needs to be performed through- 
out the year. 


Strengthen [avruyei] the trees — ghorg NTN: 
Rabbeinu Hananel and most other commentar- 
ies explain that this expression stems from the 
Hebrew word for health [beriut] and is referring 
o performing a task that strengthens the tree. 
The manuscript version of Rashi’s commentary 
explains that this expression is referring to boring 
holes in the soil surrounding the base of a tree. In 
hat case, the term avruyei stems from the word 
meaning to pierce, as in the verse: “And they 
pierced [uvarei] them with their swords" (Ezekiel 
23:47). 


To seal cracks - yp naD: Some explain that 
this is referring to sealing cracks in the tree (Rab- 
beinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Rabbi Shlomo ben 
HaYatom; see Rambam).Others say that it is refer- 
ring to sealing cracks in the ground (Riaz; Talmid 
Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


One does not apply the hermeneutical prin- 
ciple of a generalization, and a detail, and a 
generalization — 93 vias dopa ini p24 p: 

Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola explains as fol- 

lows: The hermeneutical principle of a generaliza- 
tion, and a detail, and a generalization indicates 
that the halakha expressed in the generalization 
applies to any case that is somewhat similar to 
the case specified in the detail. However, cases 
where the generalizations are positive mitzvot 
and the detail is formulated as a prohibition, or 
vice versa, are treated as a generalization fol- 
lowed by a detail, in which case the halakha 
expressed in the generalization is limited to the 
specific case mentioned in the detail. See also 
Tosafot HaRosh. 


HALAKHA 

Plowing during the Sabbatical Year - mwan 
mwaga: If one plows during the Sabbati- 
cal Year, even if his intention is to improve the 
land for agricultural purposes, he is not flogged. 
According to one opinion, if he plows for non- 
agricultural purposes he does not even violate a 
positive mitzva (Pe‘at HaShulhan, based upon the 
Jerusalem Talmud; Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot 
Shemitta VeYovel 1:4). 
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The Gemara explains the derivation: Sowing was included in the 
general prohibition against performing agricultural labors during 
the Sabbatical Year, as the verse states “But in the seventh year shall 
be a sabbath of solemn rest for the land” (Leviticus 25:4). Why 
was sowing singled out and mentioned explicitly? In order to com- 
pare other types of labor to it and to say to you: Just as sowing is 
unique" in that it is labor performed both in the field and in the 
vineyard, so too, any other labor performed both in the field and 
in the vineyard is prohibited. However, labors performed only in 
the vineyard but not in the field, i.e., whose objective is merely to 
sustain the vines from year to year, such as the labors mentioned 
above, are permitted. In any case, this baraita indicates that many 
subcategories of labor are prohibited during the seventh year, and 
not just sowing and pruning, as Rava had stated. 


The Gemara rejects this opinion: These labors, with the exceptions 
of sowing, pruning, grape picking, and reaping, are all prohibited 
only by rabbinic law, and the verse that is cited as a source from 
the Torah is a mere support, and not a bona fide source. 


Incidental to this discussion, the Gemara asks: Is light hoeing under 

olive trees in fact permitted during the Sabbatical Year? Isn’t it 

written: “But the seventh year you shall let it rest and lie fallow” 
(Exodus 23:11), and it is taught with regard to this verse: “You shall 

let it rest” from light hoeing, “and lie fallow” from clearing the 

field of stones. This indicates that light hoeing is indeed prohibited 

during the Sabbatical Year. 


Rav Ukva bar Hama said: There are two types of light hoeing, one 
whose objective is to strengthen the trees," and another that is 
intended to seal cracks." There is a practical halakhic difference 
between them: Hoeing performed in order to strengthen the tree 
is prohibited, as it is similar to plowing in that it enhances the tree's 
growth. However, hoeing undertaken in order to seal cracks is 
permitted, as by doing so one prevents damage to the tree. 


§ It was stated that Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Elazar disagreed 
with regard to one who plows during the Sabbatical Year." One 
said: He is flogged for doing so, while the other one said: He is 
not flogged. The Gemara suggests: Let us say that they disagree 
with regard to the principle that Rabbi Avin said that Rabbi Ile’a 
said, and one accepts this principle while the other does not. As, 
Rabbi Avin said that Rabbi Ile’a said: Wherever a generalization 
is stated in the Torah as a positive mitzva, and a detail relating 
to that generalization is stated as a negative mitzva, one does 
not apply the hermeneutical principle of a generalization, and a 
detail, and a generalization," according to which the halakha under 
discussion is expanded to all cases that resemble the detail. 


The Gemara explains: The one who said that one who plows during 
the Sabbatical Year is flogged does not accept the principle that 
Rabbi Avin said that Rabbi Ile’a said. Accordingly, he expounds 
the verses as follows: The verse “But in the seventh year shall be a 
sabbath of solemn rest for the land” (Leviticus 25:4) is a generaliza- 
tion stated as a positive mitzva. The continuation of the verse is 


“Your field you shall not sow,’ which is a detail stated as a negative 


mitzva. This is followed by another generalization: “For it shall be 
a year of rest for the land” (Leviticus 25:5). By applying the principle 
of a generalization, a detail, and a generalization, one can derive 
that there is a prohibition against performing any agricultural task 
that is similar to sowing, including plowing. 


And the one who said that one is not flogged for plowing holds 
in accordance with the ruling that Rabbi Avin stated in the name 
of Rabbi Ile’a. Therefore, the prohibition stated as a detail, i.e., the 
prohibition against sowing, is not extended to include any other 
labor. One who plows violates the positive command to let the 
land rest, but does not transgress a Torah law phrased as a negative 
mitzva, and therefore he is not flogged. 
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The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, one can say that 
everyone holds that the halakha is not in accordance with 
the principle that Rabbi Avin said that Rabbi Ile’a said. Accord- 
ing to the one who said he is flogged, all is well, as he applies 
the hermeneutical principle of a generalization, a detail, and a 
generalization to derive a prohibition for plowing. 


And the one who said that he is not flogged could have said 
to you: Since pruning is included in the primary category of 
sowing, and grape picking is included in the primary category 
of reaping, for the purpose of teaching what halakha did the 
Merciful One write them? They were individually enumerated 
to say that only for these specific subcategories of labor is one 
liable to be flogged, but for performing other subcategories 
of labor one is not liable. According to this opinion, the verse 
comes to teach that one is not liable to be flogged for performing 
any labor not explicitly enumerated in the Torah, including 
plowing. 


The Gemara asks: And is there really no liability for other sub- 
categories of labor? Isn’t it taught in a baraita with regard to the 

verse “Your field you shall not sow, and your vineyard you shall 

not prune” that I have derived from here an explicit prohibition 

only against sowing and pruning? From where do I derive that 

weeding, hoeing, and cutting weeds are also prohibited? The 

verse states: “Your field you shall not sow and your vineyard 

you shall not prune” (Leviticus 25:4). By placing the word “not” 
immediately following the words “field” and “vineyard,” the verse 

indicates that one may not perform any labor that is generally 

performed in your field, and one may not perform any labor 

that is generally performed in your vineyard. 


Similarly, from where is it derived that one may not prune trees, 
and one may not trim dry branches from trees, and one may 
not cut large branches from trees? The verse states: “Your field 
you shall not sow and your vineyard you shall not prune,” indi- 
cating that any labor that is generally performed in your field 
may not be performed during the Sabbatical Year, and any labor 
generally performed in your vineyard may not be performed 
during the Sabbatical Year. 


From where is it derived that one may not fertilize fields and 

vineyards, and one may not remove stones from around the 

base ofa tree that impede its growth, and one may not fumigate 

a tree in order to exterminate worms? The verse states: “Your 

field you shall not sow and your vineyard you shall not prune,” 
thereby indicating that any labor that is generally performed in 

your field may not be performed during the Sabbatical Year, and 

any labor generally performed in your vineyard may not be 

performed during the Sabbatical Year. 


One might have thought that one may also not hoe lightly under 
olive trees and one may not hoe under grapevines, and one 
may not fill cracks in the ground with water, and one may not 
construct circular ditches around the bases of grapevines in 
order to collect rainwater. Therefore, the verse states: “Your 
field you shall not sow.” 


Sowing was included in the general prohibition against perform- 
ing agricultural labors during the Sabbatical Year. Why was sow- 
ing singled out and mentioned explicitly? In order to compare 
other types of labor to it and to say to you: Just as sowing is 
unique in that it is labor performed both in the field and in the 
vineyard, so too, any other labor performed both in the field 
and in the vineyard is prohibited. However, labor performed 
only in the vineyard, but not in the field, i.e., whose objective is 
merely to sustain the vines from year to year, is permitted. In any 
case, this baraita indicates that many labors are prohibited during 
the seventh year, and not just sowing and pruning. 
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Perek I 
Daf3 Amud b 


BACKGROUND 

When Rav Dimi came — %37 2180% 15: Rav Dimi was one of 
the Sages who often traveled from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, 
primarily to transmit the Torah of Eretz Yisrael to the Torah 
centers of the Diaspora, although occasionally he traveled 
on business as well. Many questions, particularly those con- 
cerning the statements of Sages from Eretz Yisrael, remained 
unresolved in Babylonia until Rav Dimi would arrive and 
elucidate the halakha, the novel expression, or the unique 
circumstances pertaining to a particular statement that 
required clarification. 


HALAKHA 


The additional period prior to Rosh HaShana of the Sab- 
batical Year — m7 wx napin: There is a halakha transmit- 


ted to Moses from Sinai that i 


is prohibited for one to work 


the land for thirty days prior to the Sabbatical Year, as doing 


so would prepare the land for 
decreed that an orchard may 


he following year. The Sages 
be plowed only until Shavuot, 


and a grain field until Passover. This is in accordance with 


the opinions of Rabbi Yishmae 
these halakhot applied only w 


and Rabbi Shimon. However, 
hile the Temple was standing. 


After the Temple was destroyed, working the land was per- 


mitted until Rosh HaShana, in 


accordance with the opinion 


of Rav Ashi, as stated later in t 


he Gemara (4a). Planting fruit 


trees is prohibited a month prior to Rosh HaShana even 
today, as afterward it would appear as though they were 
planted during the seventh year (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, 
Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 3:1, 3:11). 
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But | do not know what teaching - xna KA KWYT xd): 
Even in the time of the tanna‘im there were oral traditions that 
were not fully understood, and those who transmitted the tradi- 
tions and other Sages attempted to accurately ascertain their 
meaning. In this case, the Sages of Eretz Yisrael had a tradition, 
or, according to some commentaries, a baraita, that contained 
hat was not satisfactorily understood. 


an allusion 


All these details — 1939 2752: According to Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola, the factthat only these labors were enumerated 
one is not liable to receive lashes for the other 


proves tha 


The Gemara rejects this opinion: These labors, with the exceptions 
of sowing, pruning, grape picking, and reaping, are all prohibited 
only by rabbinic law, and the verse that is cited as source from the 
Torah is a mere support, and not a bona fide source. 


When Rav Dimi came’ from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he stated 
a tradition he had heard from the Sages in Eretz Yisrael: One might 
have thought that one would be flogged for the addition, but a 
teaching states an exemption from lashes. Rav Dimi noted: But I 
do not know what teaching" or what addition this tradition is 
referring to. 


The Sages disputed the meaning of this tradition. Rabbi Elazar said: 

The addition in question is plowing during the Sabbatical Year, for 

which there is no explicit prohibition in the Torah, and so it may be 

regarded as an addition to the labors explicitly enumerated in the 

Torah. And this is what it is saying: One might have thought that 

one would be flogged for plowing during the Sabbatical Year, as it 

is derived by way of the hermeneutical principle of a generaliza- 
tion, and a detail, and a generalization that teaches that plowing 
is prohibited. But a teaching states an exemption from lashes for 
the labor of plowing. 


This is logical, because if one is flogged for plowing, why do I need 
all these details’ that were enumerated in the verse, i.e., pruning 
and picking grapes? Rather, one must certainly conclude that these 
were singled out in order to teach that one is flogged only for these 
specific labors, but not for any other. 


And Rabbi Yohanan said: This addition is referring to the extra 
days that the Sages added to the prohibition against performing 
agricultural labor, before Rosh HaShana of the seventh year, when 
the Sabbatical Year formally begins. And this is what it is saying: 
One might have thought that one would be flogged for working 
the land during the additional period" prior to Rosh HaShana of 
the Sabbatical Year," as this prohibition is derived from the verse: 


“In plowing and in reaping you shall rest” (Exodus 34:21). This 


seemingly superfluous verse is understood as teaching that not only 
is working the land prohibited during the seventh year, but plowing 
a field during the sixth year to prepare the land for the seventh year, 
and reaping what grew in the seventh year during the eighth year 
are also prohibited. But a teaching states an exemption from lashes 
for these actions, as we are about to state below. 


NOTES 

be drawn from two verses that come to teach the same halakha. 
Since several labors were specified, no generalization can be 
inferred from them (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


One might have thought that one would be flogged for 
working the land during the additional period - mig» bis 
naping by: Rashi, cited by Ritva, explains that the reference is 
to lashes by rabbinic law, to which one is liable due to violating 
a positive mitzva. Tosafot maintain that due to the analogy 
established through the verse, all of the halakhot that apply to 
the Sabbatical Year itself apply to the additional period before 
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labors. There is an opinion that this should be understood in 
accordance with the talmudic principle that no inference can 


the Sabbatical Year as well (see Ritva). Consequently, one is 
flogged by Torah law for violating a prohibition. 
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The Gemara elaborates: What are the extra days before Rosh 
HaShana? As we learned in a mishna (Shevi‘it 1:1): Until when 
may one plow an orchard on the eve of the Sabbatical Year? 
Beit Shammai say: One may plow so long as the plowing is 
beneficial for the fruit already on the trees. Once the plowing 
serves to benefit only the tree itself and the fruit it will produce 
the following year, it is prohibited. And Beit Hillel say: One may 
plow until Shavuot." The mishna notes: And the statement of 
these, Beit Shammai, is close to being like the statement of 
these, Beit Hillel; i.e., in practice, there is little difference between 
the dates established by the two opinions. 


The mishna (see Shevi’it 2:1) additionally states: And until when 
may one plow a white field, i.e., a grain field, on the eve of the 
Sabbatical Year? One may plow until the residual moisture in 
the fields from the rain ceases and so long as people continue to 
plow’ their fields in order to plant cucumbers and gourds,” 
which are planted at the end of the winter. 


Rabbi Shimon says: If it is so that no set time was established, 
then the Torah has given an individual measure of time into the 

hands of each and every individual. One may plow until a self- 
determined time, as he can always claim that he is plowing in 

order to plant during the sixth year. Rather, a fixed time must be 

established: In a white field one may plow until Passover, in an 

orchard one may plow until Shavuot, and Beit Hillel say: Until 

Passover. 


And Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi said that Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi 

said in the name of bar Kappara: Rabban Gamliel and his court 
discussed and then voted about the prohibitions of these two 
periods, i.e., from Passover or Shavuot until Rosh HaShana, and 
nullified them, thereby permitting plowing until Rosh HaShana, 
the actual beginning of the Sabbatical Year. 


Rabbi Zeira said to Rabbi Abbahu, and some say that it was 
Reish Lakish who said to Rabbi Yohanan: How could Rabban 
Gamliel and his court nullify an ordinance instituted by Beit 
Shammai and Beit Hillel, who were greater authorities than 
they were? Didn’t we learn in a mishna (Eduyyot 1:5): A court 
cannot nullify the ruling of another court unless it surpasses 
it in wisdom and in number?" 


Rabbi Abbahu “was astonished for a while” (Daniel 4:16), and 
then said to him: Say that when Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel 
established their decree, they stipulated among themselves: 
Anyone who later wishes to nullify this decree may come and 
nullify it. 


Beit Hillel say: One may plow until Shavuot — Dnis bon ma 
TYY tw: In the Jerusalem Talmud, this dispute is included 
ist of the unusual circumstances where Beit Hillel 
ringently than Beit Shammai. The reason it is not 
ed in tractate Eduyyot along with the other disputes of this 
occasionally, in a dry year, the latest time to plow 
that is beneficial for the fruit is before Shavuot, and Beit Hillel’s 
ing is more lenient. Similarly, Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris 
explains that whereas for most trees the latest time to plow 
that is beneficial for the fruit is after Shavuot, for some trees it 


among the 
e more s 


type is that 


ru 


s before Shavuot (see Tosafot). 


rom the publisher 


BACKGROUND 

Plowing for cucumbers — mwpnd mgn: Cucumbers 
and gourds are among the plants that grow in fields that 
suffice with rainwater and do not require manual irriga- 
tion. As it is difficult to plow moist soil, the time to plow 
the ground for these crops is after the winter rains have 
ceased and after the moisture has lessened, but before 
the earth has completely dried out. 


HALAKHA 

Ordinances instituted by a court — p1 ma nispa: Ifa court 
instituted an ordinance or issued a decree that gained 
acceptance among all the Jewish people, it remains in 
effect even when the reason for the ordinance or decree 
no longer applies. Only a court that is greater in both wis- 
dom and number can abrogate an ordinance instituted by 
an earlier court. In the case of a decree issued to prevent 
violation of a Torah law, a later court cannot abrogate it at 
all (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Mamrim 2:2). 


NOTES 
And so long as people plow — D°7in OTN naw pat bor: Many 
of the medieval commentaries had a version of the text that 
eaves out the word: And. The difference between this version 
of the text and the common text, which includes the word: And, 
is whether these are two distinct times, or a single date with 
wo different identifying characteristics (Ritva). 


To plant cucumbers and gourds - niyy nixwpn yw: The 
erm litta, which generally refers to planting trees rather than 
vegetables or grains, is used with respect to cucumbers and 
gourds because they are planted in a manner similar to that of 
rees; each seed is planted individually. Vegetables and grains 


are planted by scattering many seeds at once (Jalmid Rabbeinu 
Yehiel of Paris). 


In wisdom and in number - paa maaya: The Rambam asks: 
How can a court be greater in number than the Sanhedrin, 
which has seventy-one members? There is no court with a 
greater number of judges than that. The Rambam explains 
that the reference here is to the number of Sages who are not 
members of the court who accept the court's ruling. It has also 
been suggested that this is referring to the number of students 
of the judges comprising that particular court (Talmid Rabbeinu 
Yehiel of Paris). 
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HALAKHA 
Ten saplings — niy» Wu: If ten saplings were spread out in 
a field that has an area of a beit sea, fifty by fifty cubits, one 
may plow the entire field for the benefit of these saplings 
until Rosh HaShana of the seventh year. This is a halakha 
ransmitted to Moses from Sinai (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, 
Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 3:5). 


Willow - aw: According to a halakha transmitted to Moses 
rom Sinai, a willow branch must be brought to the Temple 
on Sukkot. This willow branch is not the same as the one 
aken together with the /ulav (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Lulav 7:20). 


Water libation — 037 73D: According to a halakha transmit- 
ed to Moses from Sinai, water libations are brought on the 

altar on all seven days of Sukkot along with the wine libations, 
which are brought with the daily offerings every morning 

(Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 10:6). 


BACKGROUND 

Water libation — 0371 J0): During the festival of Sukkot, in 
addition to the other special offerings brought in the Temple, 
a water libation was poured over the altar. This libation is not 
mentioned explicitly in the Torah, as its source is an oral tradi- 
tion transmitted to Moses from Sinai. The water libation was 
accompanied by great festivity and ceremony, from the time 
that the water was drawn from the Siloam pool until it was 
poured over the altar. The water libation was brought on all 
seven days of Sukkot, including Shabbat, even though it was 
not permitted to draw water for this offering on Shabbat. 
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The Gemara asks: Is this ordinance theirs? Did Beit Shammai 
and Beit Hillel institute the ordinance and as such have the 
authority to attach stipulations to it? It is a halakha transmitted 
to Moses from Sinai. As Rabbi Asi said that Rabbi Yohanan 
said in the name of Rabbi Nehunya from the valley of Beit 
Hortan: The halakha of ten saplings," the mitzva of bringing 
willow" branches to the Temple on Sukkot and standing them 
up around the altar, and the halakha of water libation"® on Suk- 
kot are all halakhot transmitted to Moses from Sinai. Conse- 
quently, the prohibition against plowing on the eve of the sev- 
enth year is a not a rabbinic ordinance from the Second Temple 
period, but rather an oral tradition dating back to Moses at Sinai. 


Rabbi Yitzhak said: When they learned this halakha as a tradi- 
tion dating back to Moses at Sinai, the prohibition applied from 

only thirty days before Rosh HaShana. Afterward, these Sages 

of Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel came and instituted lengthier 
periods of restriction, from Passover and from Shavuot, respec- 
tively, but they stipulated among themselves: Anyone who 

later wishes to nullify this decree may come and nullify it. Rab- 
ban Gamliel and his court were therefore able to nullify extended 

restrictions instituted by Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel. 


The Gemara raises another question: Are these prohibitions of 
plowing before the Sabbatical Year really halakhot transmitted 

to Moses from Sinai? They are actually prohibitions based on 

explicit verses.’ As we learned" in a baraita with regard to 

the verse “In plowing and in reaping you shall rest” (Exodus 

34:21)" that Rabbi Akiva says: It is unnecessary for the verse to 

speak about plowing and reaping during the Sabbatical Year, 
as it was already stated: “But in the seventh year shall be a sab- 
bath of solemn rest for the land, a sabbath for the Lord; your 

field you shall not sow, and your vineyard you shall not prune” 
(Leviticus 25:4)." This teaches that during the seventh year 

all agricultural labor is prohibited. Rather, the verse comes to 

prohibit plowing on the eve of the Sabbatical Year 


NOTES 


Ten saplings — niy% Wy: This halakha states that if ten sap- 
lings are dispersed in an orchard of twenty-five hundred square 
cubits, the entire orchard may be plowed until Rosh HaShana 
of the Sabbatical Year in order to prevent the saplings from 
withering. Implicitly, this indicates that in other cases plowing 
is prohibited prior to Rosh HaShana. 

The wording of this halakha is precise, referring specifically 
to saplings, which are defined in the Jerusalem Talmud, and 
not to mature trees. It also refers specifically to ten, because 
if there are fewer than ten one may plow only directly under 
the trees, and if there are more than ten it is not a sustainable 
orchard, and some of the trees will have to be uprooted due to 
overcrowding (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). However, some 
commentaries dispute this latter point. 


They are actually prohibitions based on explicit verses — 
172 677: Most commentaries explain that this refers to the 
halakha of ten saplings. Others, however, understand that the 
Gemara is referring to all three halakhot, as according to certain 
Sages, each has an allusion in the Torah (see Josafot; Rabbi 
Shlomo ben HaYatom). 


As we learned [ditnan] — jam: This term generally introduces 
a quotation from a mishna. However, the Mesoret HaShas cites 
the Rash, who notes that the text here is different from the 
version of this tannaitic source as it appears in the mishna in 
tractate Shevi‘it (1:4). Consequently, it would seem that this 
source is a baraita that is similar but not identical to the mishna. 
This is supported by the fact that when this source is cited in 


tractate Rosh HaShana (ga), it is introduced by the word tanya, 
which connotes a baraita. Furthermore, in all of the available 
manuscripts, as well as previous printings of the Talmud, the 
text here includes the word tanya rather than the word tenan. 


In plowing and in reaping you shall rest - Yp) wna 
nagn: In context, this verse is referring to Shabbat, not to 
the Sabbatical Year. However, if this is the case, the verse is 
superfluous, as plowing and reaping are among the labors 
already prohibited on Shabbat (Jerusalem Talmud; see Rashi 
manuscript). In addition, Rashi (on Rosh HaShana 9a) writes 
that one could have derived from here that only these par- 
ticular labors are prohibited on Shabbat and all others are 
permitted. Consequently, the verse is interpreted as referring 
to the Sabbatical Year rather than to Shabbat. 


Your field you shall not sow, and your vineyard you shall 
not prune - %2 x TDYI x ‘JW: Tosafot explain that 
the proof that reaping is prohibited is actually from the next 
verse: “That which grows of its own accord of your harvest you 
shall not reap” (Leviticus 25:5). Once it has been proven that the 
prohibition against reaping mentioned in the verse in Exodus 
must teach something beyond the prohibition during the 
Sabbatical Year itself, the same must be true of the prohibition 
against plowing mentioned in that verse. Some say that the 
proof is actually from another, more general verse: “Then shall 
the land keep a sabbath to the Lord” (Leviticus 25:2), but the 
Gemara cited a verse that people are more familiar with (Talmid 
Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 
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that entered into the Sabbatical Year, i.e., plowing in the sixth year 
that will benefit crops growing in the seventh year, and reaping 
the crops of the Sabbatical Year that continued into the conclu- 
sion of the Sabbatical Year, i.e., reaping seventh-year produce that 
continued to grow into the eighth year. 


Rabbi Yishmael says that this verse is to be understood as referring 
to Shabbat and not to the Sabbatical Year, in accordance with the 
straightforward meaning of the verse. It teaches as follows: Just 
as only optional plowing is prohibited on Shabbat, as there is 
no instance where plowing fulfills a biblical mitzva, so too, only 
optional reaping is prohibited, to the exclusion of the reaping of 
the omer’ offering, which is a mitzva,™ and consequently permit- 
ted on Shabbat. Nonetheless, the first opinion cited in the baraita, 
that of Rabbi Akiva, holds that the prohibition against plowing on 
the eve of the Sabbatical Year is derived from an explicit verse. 


Rather, Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: When we learned this 
as a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai, it was to permit 
plowing in the case of young saplings until Rosh HaShana. In 
contrast, the verses that were cited come to prohibit plowing in 
the case of mature and well-rooted trees thirty days before Rosh 
HaShana of the Sabbatical Year. 


The Gemara asks: But since the halakha transmitted to Moses from 
Sinai comes to permit plowing in the case of young saplings until 
Rosh HaShana, does it not automatically follow that in the case of 
mature trees, plowing is prohibited before Rosh HaShana? There- 
fore, not only the allowance, but the prohibition as well was learned 
by tradition as a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai, and not 
from the verses. 


Rather, the halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai is the basis of 
the prohibition against plowing on the eve of the Sabbatical Year 
according to the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, who interprets the 
verse as referring to Shabbat, and not to the Sabbatical Year, whereas 
the verses are the basis of the prohibition according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Akiva. 


The Gemara previously cited Rabbi Yitzhak, who explained how 
Rabban Gamliel’s court nullified the extension to the prohibition 
against plowing before the Sabbatical Year that had been enacted 
by Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel. The Gemara now cites another 
opinion, which holds that Rabban Gamliel’s court abolished the 
prohibition against plowing before the Sabbatical Year entirely. And 
Rabbi Yohanan said that Rabban Gamliel and his court nullified 
the restrictions on working the land on the eve of the Sabbatical 
Year based on a source written in the Torah." 


The reaping of the omer offering, which is a mitzva - Vx? 
myn kW Witt: According to most commentaries, Rabbi Yish- 
mael understands the verse as referring to Shabbat, in accor- 
dance with the straightforward interpretation of the verse. The 
verse teaches that only optional reaping is prohibited on Shab- 
bat, but an act of reaping that constitutes a mitzva is permitted. 
Harvesting barley for the omer offering the night before it is 
sacrificed is a mitzva, and it is therefore permitted on Shabbat. 
Others explain that even Rabbi Yishmael interprets the verse 


NOTES 


Nullified the restrictions on working the land based on a 
source in the Torah — nb bya Norin: The Ritva explicates 
two different versions of the text in this passage. One version 
states that Rabban Gamliel and his court nullified the restric- 
tions from the Torah, meaning that based on a source written in 
the Torah, they derived that it is permitted to work the land prior 
to the Sabbatical Year. A different version states that Rabban 
Gamliel and his court nullified the Torah prohibition, meaning 
that there had been a rabbinic decree to refrain from work- 


as referring to the Sabbatical Year, and the verse indicates that 
even during the Sabbatical Year, the omer may be reaped in the 
usual manner (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Rabbi Yitzhak 
ben Malki Tzedek; Rav Natan Av HaYeshiva). Some interpret 
the Jerusalem Talmud to be in accordance with the latter opin- 
ion as well. 


ing the land in accordance with the Torah law that had been 
applicable during the time of the Temple, and Rabban Gamliel 
and his court nullified that decree. 


BACKGROUND 


Omer - Niy: This term is used to refer to the measure of 
barley brought in the Temple on the sixteenth of Nisan, 
the second day of Passover. The offering was a measure 
of grain, one-tenth of an epha, that was brought irrespec- 
tive of whether the sixteenth of Nisan was a Shabbat or a 
weekday. The omer consisted of newly ripe barley that was 
prepared as roasted flour. The barley was harvested on the 
night following the first day of Passover. A handful of the 
barley flour was burned on the altar and the rest was eaten 
by the priests. In addition to this meal-offering, a male sheep 
was sacrificed as a burnt-offering, together with a wine 
libation and two-tenths of an ephah of wheat flour as a 
meal-offering. Once the omer was sacrificed, grain from the 
new harvest could be eaten. 


HALAKHA 

The reaping of the omer offering, which is a mitzva — vx? 
myn xm miy: The grain used for the omer offering must 
be reaped at night on the eve of the sixteenth of Nisan, 
whether it is a weekday or Shabbat. Only if there is no grain 

that was reaped at that time may one bring the omer offer- 
ing from grain that had been reaped earlier (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Temidin UMusafin 7:6-7). 
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BACKGROUND 


Verbal analogy — mw m8: This is a fundamental talmudic 
principle of biblical exegesis that appears in all standard 
lists of exegetical principles. If the same word or phrase 
appears in two places in the Torah and a certain halakha is 
explicitly stated in one of those places, it may be inferred 
on the basis of the verbal analogy that the same halakha 
must apply in the other case as well. Consequently, the 
inferences drawn on the basis of verbal analogy rely on 
verbal, rather than conceptual, similarity. For example, the 
Torah states concerning those convicted of certain types of 
sorcery: “They shall be put to death; they shall stone them 
with stones; their blood shall be upon them” (Leviticus 
20:27). Since this verse uses the expression: Their blood 
shall be upon them, in the context of death by stoning, the 
Talmud infers by verbal analogy that in all cases where this 
expression is used, capital punishment is to be inflicted by 
stoning. Generally, inferences can be drawn through verbal 
analogy only if the same word or phrase appears in both of 
the verses being compared, although a verbal analogy may 
occasionally be drawn even if the words being compared 
are not identical, provided that their meanings are similar. 


NOTES 


Can a verbal analogy come and uproot a halakha trans- 
mitted to Moses from Sinai - X37 TPY my ms NIDY: 
t is clear that this verbal analogy is unlike other verbal 
analogies, which have the force of Torah law. In this case, 
he Sages developed their own exposition according to the 
style of verbal analogy. Since a verbal analogy is authorita- 
ive only if it was transmitted to Moses from Sinai, the Sages’ 
exposition does not have the authority to override a known 
halakha based upon a biblical verse or a halakha transmit- 
ed to Moses from Sinai. 


It is similar to the water libation — 037 J101 KnT: The 
Gemara could have cited the mitzva of the willow branches 
as a precedent, as it too was applicable only in the Temple, 
but the water libation was cited instead because there is 
no vestige of the mitzva today, even by rabbinic decree 
(Ritva). 


A rabbinic decree was enacted with regard to rain- 
water — Oawa 7 TWA: Many explain this decree as an 
extension of the decree prohibiting irrigating with well 
water, which is gathered in one place and does not flow. 
The Sages extended that decree to all water that does not 
flow (Tosefot Rid; Ran; Ritva). Some say that there was one 
decree prohibiting all forms of rainwater, as well water is 
also rainwater (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


Streams that draw water from pools of collected 
water — DYAINT pa ON powiaw nitg: The commentaries 
emphasize that this refers not to actual streams but to 
water channels. Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris adds that 
since these channels are shallow, using their water does 
not require much exertion. 


HALAKHA 


Streams that draw water from pools — D2 pawian nivna 
23x77 pA: On the intermediate days of a Festival one may 
irrigate a field from a stream that draws water from a pool, 
provided that there is no danger that the supply of water 
will cease. If it will cease, even if there is sufficient water 
for his field, one may not irrigate from it, due to a rabbinic 
decree (Magen Avraham). Similarly, one may irrigate a field 
that requires irrigation from a pool that is fed by water 
dripping from another field, as long as the spring that is 
the source of the water in the latter field continues to flow 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 537:3). 
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What is the reason? He derives it by means of a verbal analogy 
between the word Shabbat stated with regard to the Sabbatical 
Year in the verse: “But in the seventh year shall be a sabbath of 
solemn rest for the land” (Leviticus 25:4), and the word Shabbat 
stated with regard to the weekly Shabbat, which commemorates 
the Shabbat of Creation. Just as there, on Shabbat itself it is 
prohibited to perform labor, but before and after Shabbat it is 
permitted, so too here, in the case of the Sabbatical Year, during 
the Sabbatical Year itself it is prohibited to perform labor, but 
before and after the Sabbatical Year it is permitted. 


Rav Ashi strongly objects to this: If Rabban Gamliel and his 

court nullified the restrictions based on a verbal analogy, then 

according to the one who said that the prohibition against plow- 
ing thirty days before Rosh HaShana of the Sabbatical Year is a 

halakha that was transmitted to Moses from Sinai, can a verbal 

analogy” come and uproot a halakha that was transmitted to 

Moses from Sinai?" And similarly, according to the one who said 

that the prohibition against plowing is derived from a verse, can 

a verbal analogy come and uproot a verse? 


Rather, Rav Ashi said: Rabban Gamliel and his court held 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael, who said 
that they learned this prohibition as a halakha transmitted to 
Moses from Sinai. But they learned this halakha only with 
regard to the time period when the Temple is standing. This is 
evidenced by the fact that it is similar to the other halakha stated 
along with it, that of the water libation," which was part of the 
service in the Temple. But when the Temple is not standing 
this halakha does not apply, and therefore Rabban Gamliel 
and his court nullified the prohibition after the destruction of 
the Temple. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: However, one may not irrigate 
a field on the intermediate days of a Festival with rainwater 
collected in a cistern or with water drawn with a shadoof. 
The Gemara asks: Granted, irrigating a field with water drawn 
with a shadoof involves excessive effort, and so it is prohibited 
on the intermediate days of a Festival. But what excessive effort 
is involved in irrigating a field with rainwater? Rainwater 
collects on its own and one merely has to channel it to where 
it is needed. 


Rabbi Ile’a said that Rabbi Yohanan said: A rabbinic decree 
was enacted with regard to rainwater" due to its similarity to 
water drawn with a shadoof. Rav Ashi said: Rainwater itself 
will come to be like water drawn with a shadoof. Once the level 
of the collected rainwater drops, it will become necessary to draw 
it with a bucket, a procedure involving excessive effort. 


The Gemara comments: Rabbi Ile’a and Rav Ashi disagree with 
regard to the ruling issued by Rabbi Zeira, as Rabbi Zeira said 
that Rabba bar Yirmeya said that Shmuel said: With regard to 
streams that draw water from pools of collected water," one is 
permitted to irrigate his field from them on the intermediate 
days of a Festival," because the flow of water is steady. 


One Sage, Rav Ashi, is of the opinion that the ruling is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Zeira, as he prohibits only 
irrigating with rainwater, because the supply might come to an 
end, but he does not prohibit watering from a source whose flow 
is steady. And one Sage, Rabbi Yohanan, is not of the opinion 
that the ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Zeira, 
as he prohibits irrigating with rainwater due to its similarity to 
water drawn with a shadoof. This applies regardless of whether 
the level of the rainwater will drop, and therefore Rabbi Yohanan 
would prohibit using collected water even if a stream flows 
through it and it will not dry up. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission 


TOY VA MDT WE KTPITIIY MD 
yo Dv pawian nin henw ny% 
bina 1a mpwad amin - ona 

windy 


x bax KT ID may a DMN 
ah wax Np van x) Daw an 
wens - baat DNK 197 a MAY 

JOT PDD Kb 


yana ninam nipon panan 
ma nipwab voy -aiv oF awa om 
Dan max apg oy win dw iana 

apn- PPA may 


ADIK bw RINY KIT N33 37 WX 
Wns IDAT NAN ADINA Aw TIY 
ADIK bw aan PRU op by are ax 
=e Savane rena nie 
- ap and EY xbox sox W 

ape enon nb non 


Two on Naviw 79A pawn 
maan nipu amin - tt prowa ma 
Fans prywn ma nw 


TORT? II VAY INDIT NPIV NT 
KIT MAN TOK DIU NT PIN 
JONI PYN pos xb 


DU KN KDI 12 YRV a1 wn 
m: bp Kb- in mynd it niany 
by ane mathya my mpen minnn 
Toone VE 1a wy 127 VON 12 
— FINA PSTN TA MYT FINS TY 
Dipa Apwn jing nipan aby xb 

aia 


After mentioning the statement of Rabbi Zeira in the course of 
the previous discussion, the Gemara examines the matter itself. 
Rabbi Zeira said that Rabba bar Yirmeya said that Shmuel said: 
With regard to streams that draw water from pools of water, one 
is permitted to irrigate his field from them on the intermediate 
days of a Festival. 


Rabbi Yirmeya raised an objection to Rabbi Zeira from what is 
taught in the mishna: However, one may not irrigate a field on 
the intermediate days of a Festival with rainwater collected in 
cisterns or with water drawn with a shadoof. This indicates that 
whenever there is a concern that the water might run out, it is 
prohibited to irrigate from this water source. Consequently, Rabbi 
Yirmeya wanted to know why this concern did not exist in the case 
of the pools of water as well. Rabbi Zeira said to him: Yirmeya, 
my son," these pools in Babylonia are like water that does not 
stop flowing.’ Therefore, there is no concern that the water level 
in these pools might go down to such an extent that it will become 
necessary to draw the water with buckets. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to temporary pools" 
and regular pools that were filled with water on the eve of a 
Festival, it is prohibited for one to irrigate his field from them 
on the intermediate days of the Festival, lest they run out of 
water and he will come to exert himself and bring water from 
elsewhere. But if a water channel passes between them so that 
water flows from the one to the other, it is permitted. 


Rav Pappa said: And this allowance applies only when the 

majority of that field can be irrigated from that water channel, 
such that most of the field can be irrigated at the same time. In 

this case, there is no concern that when the water runs out, he will 

come to exert himself and irrigate the rest of the field from another 
source of water. Rav Ashi said: It applies even though the major- 
ity of that field cannot be irrigated from that water channel at 

the same time. Since the channel continuously draws water, con- 
stantly replenishing its supply, even if it does so at a slow rate, one 

will say to himself that even if the entire field cannot be irrigated 

from that water channel on a single day, it can be irrigated from 

it over the course of two or three days. Accordingly, he will not 

find it necessary to exert himself to quickly irrigate that portion 

of the field that did not already receive its water. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to a pool that receives 
drips of water from this field that requires irrigation, which 
itself receives water from a spring, one is permitted to irrigate 
from this pool another field situated below it that requires 
irrigation. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t the pool likely to stop flowing, which 
will force him to exert himself and draw water from somewhere 
else? Rabbi Yirmeya said: The case is where the upper field is 
still trickling water into the pool and does not stop. Abaye said: 
And this allowance applies only when the water from the first 
spring that irrigates the upper field has not stopped flowing. Only 
in that case can one rely on the water trickling from the upper field 
and consequently irrigating the lower field from the pool. 


It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Menasya says: 
With regard to two garden beds located one above the other, 
one may not draw water from the channel supplying the lower 
garden bed in order to irrigate the upper garden bed, due to 
the excessive exertion involved. Furthermore, Rabbi Elazar 
bar Shimon said: Even in the case of a single garden bed, half 
of which is lower and half of which is higher, one may not 
draw water" from the channel supplying the lower area to irri- 
gate the upper area, even though they are two parts of the same 


garden bed. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 
Yirmeya, my son -193 772": Most commentaries explain 
that this is an expression of affection (see Rabbi Shlomo 
ben HaYatom). The Ritva explains that the word beri does 
not mean my son, but clearly, or certainly. 


Like water that does not stop flowing - *pp3 sbr wns 
wat: Opinions differ as to whether water was so abun- 
dant that there was no concern that there would not be 
enough to water the field (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris) 
or whether the water still flowed continuously because 


it was fed from a spring (Maggid Mishne). The opinions 
of the halakhic authorities are similarly divided (see Beit 
Yosef). 


Temporary pools [pesikot] - nip»: Some commentar- 
ies explain that pesikot are imperfectly finished channels, 
whereas bereikhot are well-constructed and finished 
(Rashi manuscript; Rabbeinu Yehonatan). The Meiri sug- 
gests that bereikhot are structures, while pesikot are simply 
trenches dug in the ground. Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris 
maintains that bereikhot are rounded, whereas pesikot 
are squared. 


HALAKHA 
Drawing water - 092 mor: One may not draw water 
from a channel supplying the lower portion of a garden 
bed even to irrigate the upper portion of that very same 
garden bed (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 537:2). 
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HALAKHA = ———_—————— 
One may draw water and irrigate vegetables — mpyd porn: 
It is permitted to draw water and irrigate vegetables that one 
wishes to eat during a Festival. If one does not intend to eat the 
vegetables during the Festival but simply wishes to enhance 
their appearance, it is prohibited (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
537:4). 


— E ll 
In order to eat them - Tish *13: One may water vegetables 
so that they will be fresh when they are picked and eaten on 
the intermediate days of the Festival (Jalmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of 
Paris; Sefer HaMeorot). 


In order to enhance their appearance — nian hawa: Some 
explain that this is referring to watering vegetables to cause 
them to grow larger so that they can be sold at a higher price 
after the Festival (Rashi). Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom explains 
that they would wash the vegetables in order to enhance their 
appearance, but because this involves extra effort and it is not 
necessary for the Festival, it is prohibited. 
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The Sages taught in a baraita: One may draw water and irrigate 
vegetables" in order to eat them" on the intermediate days of 
a Festival. But if he does this in order to improve their 
growth and to enhance their appearance’ it is prohibited, 
as he is considered to be unnecessarily exerting himself on the 
Festival. 


The Gemara relates that Ravina and Rabba Tosefa’a’ were once 
walking along the road when they saw a certain man that 
was drawing water with a bucket on the intermediate days 
of a Festival. Rabba Tosefa’a said to Ravina: Let the Master 
come and excommunicate him for transgressing the words of 
the Sages. Ravina said to him: But isn’t it taught in a baraita: 
One may draw for vegetables in order to eat them, and so he 
has not committed a transgression. Rabba Tosefa’a said to him: 
Do you maintain that what is meant by one may draw [madlin] 
is that one may draw water in order to irrigate the vegetables? 
This is not so. Rather, what is meant by 


one may draw is that one may pull out" some of the vegetables 
that are growing densely together. The baraita comes to teach 
that one is permitted to thin out a garden bed on the intermedi- 
ate days of a Festival in order to eat on the Festival those that he 
removes, but he is prohibited to do so in order to enhance the 
appearance of those that remain. As we learned in a mishna 
(Pe'a 7:5): One who thins out [meidel] the vines" in his vine- 
yard, just as he may thin out his own vines, so too, he may thin 
out the vines set aside for the poor." Since he is doing it for 
the sake of the vines, he may also thin out what he leaves for the 
poor; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. Rabbi Meir 
disagrees and says: His own vines he is permitted to thin out, 
but he is not permitted to thin out the vines set aside for the 
poor. This mishna indicates that the term meidel can be used 
to mean thinning out and does not refer only to drawing water. 


Ravina said to Rabba Tosefa’a: But wasn’t it explicitly taught 
ina baraita: One may draw water to irrigate vegetables in order 
to eat them? Rabba Tosefa'a said to him: If it is taught explicitly 
in a baraita, the halakha is as it is taught, and I retract my 
statement. 


NOTES 


One may pull out - bw: This understanding of the baraita 
seems to remain valid even according to the Gemara'’s conclu- 
sion that the baraita may be understood as referring to water- 
ing (Meiri; Sefat Emet). Consequently, it is permitted to pick 
vegetables or fruit in order to eat them, even if one thereby 
improves the produce that remains. However, if his sole inten- 
tion is to improve the remaining produce, it is prohibited to 
pick the produce (Meiri). 


One who thins out the vines - 0532 Seman: The commen- 
taries debate the meaning of this phrase. Some explain that 
one removes some of the grape clusters in order to allow 
the remaining clusters to grow better than they would if left 
alone (Jalmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). Others understand that 


one trims some of the branches. Other commentaries explain 
that if the vines are crowded and close together, he uproots 
some of them (Rabbeinu Shimshon; Rabbi Yitzhak ben Malki 
Tzedek; Ritva). 


So too, may he thin out the vines set aside for the poor — 13 
ony wa bon xa: Rashi explains that he thins out the corner 
[pec], the portion of the crop that must be left for the poor, or 
the olelot, the small, incompletely formed clusters of grapes 
that must also be left for the poor. Some write that the discus- 
sion pertains only to pe'a but not to olelot (Talmid Rabbeinu 
Yehiel of Paris), while others claim that it pertains only to olelot 
and not to pea (Tosefot Rid; Ritva). 
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§ It was taught in the mishna: And one may not construct circular 
ditches [ugiyyot] around the bases of grapevines" on the intermedi- 
ate days of a Festival. The Gemara asks: What are ugiyyot?" Rav 
Yehuda said: They are what are called in Aramaic binkei, circular 
ditches around vines. The Gemara notes that this is also taught in 
a baraita: These are ugiyyot: Bedidin,‘ circular ditches around the 
bases of olive trees and around the bases of grapevines. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? Is it prohibited to dig circular ditches 
on the intermediate days of the Festival? Didn’t Rav Yehuda permit 
the family of bar Tzitai to construct circular ditches for their 
vineyards on the intermediate days of a Festival? The Gemara 
answers: This is not difficult. This source, i.e., the mishna that ren- 
ders the practice prohibited, is referring to digging new ditches. That 
other source, i.e., Rav Yehuda’s ruling that permits the digging of 
such ditches, is referring to old ones," which merely need to be 
cleared. 


§ It was taught in the next clause of the mishna that Rabbi Elazar 
ben Azarya says: One may not construct a new water channel 
during the intermediate days of a Festival or during the Sabbatical 
Year. The Gemara asks: Granted, it is prohibited for him to do so on 
the intermediate days of a Festival, because in so doing he exces- 
sively exerts himself on the Festival. But what is the reason that 
this is prohibited during the Sabbatical Year, when only labors that 
enhance the growth of plants are prohibited? 


The Gemara answers: Rabbi Zeira and Rabbi Abba bar Memel 
disagreed with regard to this issue. One of them said: It is prohib- 
ited because it appears to others as if he were hoeing his field. As 
onlookers do not know that he is merely digging a water channel, 
they suspect him of working his land during the Sabbatical Year. And 
the other one said: It is prohibited because he thereby prepares the 
channel’s banks" for planting, for when he digs out the channel, he 
piles the fresh soil that is fit for planting on its two banks. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical halakhic difference between 
them?" The Gemara answers: There is a practical halakhic difference 
between them in a case where water comes into the channel imme- 
diately after he digs it out. According to the one who said that 
digging a water channel is prohibited because he thereby prepares 
its banks for planting, there is still a prohibition, as here too, he 
piles the fresh soil on the channel’s banks. But according to the one 
who said it is prohibited because it appears as if he were hoeing, 
there is no prohibition here, as the immediate entry of water makes 
it obvious that he is digging a water channel. 


The Gemara asks: But according to the one who said that digging 
a water channel is prohibited because it appears as if he were hoe- 
ing, let him be concerned that the digger thereby prepares the 

channel's banks for planting and render digging prohibited in this 

case as well. Rather, the matter must be explained differently, such 

that there is a practical difference between them in a case where he 

takes the earth that he excavates from the channel and throws it a 

considerable distance outside. According to the one who said that 
it is prohibited because he thereby prepares the channel's banks for 
planting, there is no prohibition here, as he does not prepare them 

for planting. But according to the one who said it is prohibited 

because it appears as if he were hoeing, there is a prohibition here, 
as here too, it appears as if he were hoeing. 


The Gemara asks: But according to the one who said that digging 
a water channel is prohibited because he thereby prepares its banks 
for planting, let him be concerned that the digger appears as if he 
were hoeing. The Gemara answers that this is not a concern, because 
it is also true of one who hoes that when he takes up a clump of 
earth, he puts it down again in its place. Consequently, since one 
throws the dug-up earth far away, it is immediately apparent that he 
is not engaged in hoeing but is rather digging a water channel. 


HALAKHA 


Circular ditches around the bases of grapevines - nyy 
mos: One may not dig circular ditches around the bases 
of grapevines and olive trees during the intermediate 
days of a Festival. It is permitted to repair old ditches 
if they are still somewhat recognizable (Mishna Berura). 
However, one may not render them deeper than they 
had been originally (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 537:5, 
and in the comment of Rema). 


NOTES 


What are ugiyyot — niy x1: There are two explana- 
tions of the source of the term ugiyyot. Rashi explains 
that it comes from the word uga, circle. Others connect 
the term to the word igun, waiting, as in the verse “Would 
you, for them, refrain [te’agena] from having husbands?” 
(Ruth 1:13). This is because water collects and stands still 
alongside the vines. 


New and old — ayy IM: According to most com- 
mentaries, the reason why it is prohibited to dig new 
ditches is that digging new ditches involves excessive 
effort, whereas restoring old ditches does not. It has also 
been suggested that digging new ditches is prohibited 
because the walls of the ditches may collapse (Peirush). 
Some understand the passage in the opposite man- 
ner and explain that digging new ditches is permitted, 
whereas restoring old ones is prohibited. The reason 
for this is that new ditches are dug around young vines, 
and if they are not dug, the vines may become ruined 
and cause a significant loss (geonim). Alternatively, old 
ditches could certainly have been strengthened prior 
to the Festival. 


Because he prepares the channel’s banks — 35/3 
MOK PHW: The commentaries disagree about the 
substance of this prohibition and the reason why it is 
prohibited. According to Rashi, the earth that is removed 
from the channel is soft and fit for planting. On the other 
hand, in the Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna it 
says that the earth adjoining the channel becomes moist 
from the water in the channel and is therefore better 
fit for planting. Rashi and Rabbeinu Hananel explain 
that the reason for the prohibition is that although the 
individual digging the water channel does not intend to 
make the ground suitable for planting, the fact that he 
accomplishes this task classifies his activity as prohib- 
ited agricultural labor. Conversely, the Ran and the Ritva 
maintain that although there is no real agricultural labor 
being done here, it appears as if he is doing so. Tosafot 
cite both explanations. 


What is the difference between them — 1732 xn: 
Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom explains that the question 
is based upon the fact that both sides agree that the 
prohibition is due to the impression the activity will leave 
on others. A difference between the two sides that is not 
mentioned here is cited in the Jerusalem Talmud, and that 
is a case where he digs for construction purposes rather 
than for irrigation. 


LANGUAGE 
Bedidin - 71: The geonim explain that the term badid 
refers to a kind of hoe, but the term is also applied to the 
ditches that are dug with that tool. 
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HALAKHA 


Storing manure during the Sabbatical Year - ba Faalen 
mwaga: One may gather and bury his manure during the 
Sabbatical Year in order to use it the following year, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the first tanna of the mishna cited 
here (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 2:2). 


Fixing a water channel on the intermediate days of a Fes- 
tival — yina Ov MAK ppn: It is permitted to fix a blocked 
water channel on the intermediate days of a Festival. If it is 
one handbreadth deep, one may deepen it up to six hand- 
breadths; if it is two handbreadths deep, he may deepen it 
to seven handbreadths, as one may be lenient with regard 
to matters of rabbinic law that are left unresolved in the 
Gemara. However, some are strict in this matter (Nimmukei 
Yosef). The Magen Avraham writes that if the channel is 
three handbreadths deep, it may not be deepened to eight 
handbreadths (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 537:6). 


NOTES 


He may continue to add to it - Pim voy spot: It is 
explained in the Jerusalem Talmud that although outsiders 
will not know that there was a small amount of manure 
in the heap from before the Sabbatical Year, this is of no 
consequence, as one must be concerned only about the 
suspicions of the local population. 


Half a handbreadth to a depth of three handbreadths — 
pnp awhwby nay yr: Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom pres- 
ents an entirely differen understanding of this passage, 
and claims that these dimensions refer to the width and 
the depth of the channel. A small channel that is half a 
handbreadth wide and three handbreadths deep is not 
useful, whereas restoring a large channel that was two 
handbreadths wide and twelve handbreadths deep 
involves excessive effort. The Sefat Emet explains that if the 
channel was originally only half a handbreadth deep, it is 
not regarded as a proper channel that is being deepened, 
but as a channel that is being dug out for the first time. 


Since there is an extra handbreadth, it involves greater 
effort — 9b KIVU KYY XPM TaY NBN TVD: Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola explains that the extra effort consists 
of the very activity of deepening of the channel, since it 
already has the necessary depth of six handbreadths, and 
further deepening is unnecessary. Others suggest that the 
extra effort involved refer to the need to reach lower down 
in order to remove the dirt from the bottom of the channel 
(Rabbeinu Yehonatan; Ran). 


BACKGROUND 

Handbreadth - nay: A handbreadth is one of the standard 
measures of length used in the Talmud. It is the width of 
a clenched fist. One handbreadth is equal to four finger- 
breadths, equivalent to five times the width of the middle 
finger, or six times the width of the little finger. According 
to the measurements of Rabbi Hayyim Na'e, a handbreadth 
is 8 cm long. According to the measurements of the Hazon 
Ish, a handbreadth is 9.6 cm long. 
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Ameimar would teach this mishna as stating explicitly that Rabbi 

Elazar ben Azarya says that one may not dig a new water channel 

during the Sabbatical Year because it appears as if he were hoe- 
ing his field, and he therefore found a difficulty between this 

statement of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya and another statement of 
Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya. The difficulty is as follows: Did Rabbi 

Elazar ben Azarya actually say that any action that causes him to 

appear as if he were hoeing is prohibited? 


One may raise a contradiction to this assertion from a mishna 
(Shevi’it 3:3) that states: A person may pile his manure in his field 
during the Sabbatical Year so that it becomes a storage heap," and 
there is no cause for concern that it may appear as ifhe were fertil- 
izing his field. Rabbi Meir prohibits this unless he deepens the 
storage area for the manure three handbreadths below the 
ground or raises it three handbreadths above the surface of the 
ground, so that it does not appear as if he were fertilizing his field. 
If he already had a small amount of manure in that heap from 
before the Sabbatical Year, he may continue to add to it," and 
there is no need for concern. 


Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya prohibits piling his manure in his field 
unless he deepens the storage area for the manure three hand- 
breadths below the surface of the ground, or he raises it three 
handbreadths above the surface, or he places it on a rock. In any 
event, it seems that according to Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya, it is 
permitted for him to dig a hole in the ground in order to deposit 
his manure there, even though he might appear to be hoeing the 
ground. 


Rabbi Zeira and Rabbi Abba bar Memel both offered resolutions 
to this difficulty: One of them said: The case in this second 
mishna is one where he had already deepened the three-hand- 
breadth pit during the sixth year. And the other one said: His pile 
of manure is proof that he intends merely to bury the manure and 
not to hoe the field. 


§ It was taught in the mishna that the Rabbis say: One may repair 
a damaged water channel during the intermediate days of a Fes- 
tival. What is meant by a damaged water channel? Rabbi Abba 
said that if it was now a handbreadth’ deep because it had 
become filled with sediment, he may dredge it out until he sets it 
at its original depth of six handbreadths." 


Based on this ruling, the Gemara clarifies several practical issues: 
It is obvious that if the channel is half a handbreadth deep and 

he wants to restore it to a depth of three handbreadths," since 

water does not flow through a three-handbreadth-deep channel 
in sufficient quantity, it is nothing at all and it is certainly prohib- 
ited to exert oneself with work that provides insignificant benefit. 
So too, ifthe channel is two handbreadths deep and he wants to 

deepen it to twelve handbreadths, even though he preserves the 

same ratio as in Rabbi Abba’s case, since it involves excessive 

exertion, no, this is also not permitted. 


However, in a case where the channel is two handbreadths deep 
and he wants to deepen it to seven handbreadths, what is the 
halakha? The Gemara explains the two sides of the question of 
whether this can be compared to the case in the mishna: Here, in 
the case of dredging a one-handbreadth-deep channel to restore 
its depth of six handbreadths, he deepens the channel by five 
handbreadths, and similarly here, in the case of deepening the 
channel from two to seven handbreadths, he likewise wants to 
deepen it by five handbreadths, and therefore it should be permit- 
ted. Or perhaps, since there is an extra handbreadth of depth, 
then bending over to dig that additional handbreadth involves 
greater effort," which is unnecessary, and so possibly it should be 
prohibited. The Gemara states that the dilemma shall stand 
unresolved. 
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It was related that Abaye permitted the people of Bar Hamdakh 

to remove" the branches of the trees from the river on the inter- 
mediate days of a Festival. Rabbi Yirmeya permitted the people 

of Sekhavta to dredge out a river that had become blocked. Rav 
Ashi permitted his townsmen, the people of Mata Mehasya,’ to 

clean out the nearby Burnitz River." He said: Since the public 

drinks from it, it is considered like a public need, and we 

learned in the mishna that one may tend to all other public 

needs on the intermediate days of a Festival." 


§ It was taught in the mishna: During the intermediate days of a 
Festival one may repair 


NOTES 


To remove — rin: Some explain that this refers to cleaning 
the dirt and the rocks at the bottom of the river (Rashi manu- 
script). Others explain that this refers to cutting the roots or the 
branches of the trees that grew in the river (Rabbi Shlomo ben 


HaYatom). 


To clean out the Burnitz River - yaya m) maps: This expres- 
sion is explained in various ways. Rashi explains that it is referring 
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to clearing out the sediment in the river in order to enhance 
its flow. Others say that it means widening the opening of the 
spring or the bed of the river (Rashi manuscript; Rabbeinu Yeho- 
natan). The Ra’avad and Meiri explain that it means redirecting 
the river so that it flows closer to the town. The Rambam seems 
to accept this interpretation as well, and he also includes digging 
new wells in this category. 


damaged water cisterns in the public domain and clean them 
out by removing the dirt and sediment that has accumulated in 
them. The Gemara infers: Cleaning" out the cisterns of dirt and 
sediment during the intermediate days of a Festival is indeed 
permitted, but digging a new cistern is not permitted. 


Rabbi Ya’akov said that Rabbi Yohanan said: They taught that 
it is prohibited to dig new cisterns only when the public does 
not need them; but if the public needs them," even digging new 
cisterns is permitted. 


The Gemara asks: And when the public needs them, is digging 
really permitted? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: One may clean 
out cisterns, ditches, and caves of an individual during the 
intermediate days of a Festival, and, needless to say, one may 
clean out those of the public. But one may not dig new cisterns, 
ditches, or caves of the public during the intermediate days ofa 
Festival, and, needless to say, one may not dig those of an indi- 
vidual. What, is it not so that this baraita is referring to a case 
where the public needs them, but nevertheless digging new 
cisterns, ditches, and caves is prohibited? 


The Gemara rejects this opinion: No, this baraita is referring to a 
case where the public does not need them. 


rom the publisher 


BACKGROUND 
Mata Mehasya - Xom xm: A small town near Sura, 
Mata Mehasya was the home of Rav Ashi, and the Talmud 
was edited there. In later times, Sura and Mata Mehasya 
apparently merged, becoming a single town. 


HALAKHA 
Fixing rivers — nim ppa: It is permitted to redirect a 
river on the intermediate days of a Festival as well as to 
clean out a river that had become blocked, as these tasks 
represent communal needs (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Yom Tov 8:4). 


NOTES 
Cleaning - mN: According to Rashi and most com- 
mentaries, this refers to removing rocks and dirt that fell 
into cisterns in order to create room for more water. Rabbi 
Shlomo ben HaYatom explains that it refers to removing 
dirt and sand in order to clean the water in the cistern. 


The public needs them — ond p> wa: Opinions differ 
as to how to define public need. The Ritva cites Rashi as 
explaining that this refers to a case where there is no drink- 
ing water at all. Some question this explanation, however, 
as in that instance even an individual would be permitted 
to do whatever necessary, as it would be a matter of life 
and death. The Ritva cites Tosafot as explaining that the 
water is not needed immediately but it will be needed 
after the Festival. The Ritva provides another explanation, 
citing the Ramban, that there is enough water for the 
public but they would like to have easier access to it by 
digging a well that is closer to where they are located. 
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NOTES 

One may gather water — 03 }*B2id: The Ran explains 
that this is referring to collecting rainwater in vessels, 
which they would then empty into the cisterns. The 
Ritva suggests that it refers to directing water from other 
locations through existing channels into the cisterns. The 
Meiri does not distinguish between these activities and 
permits both. 


Streets - nisin: According to most commentaries, these 
are streets where people congregated to engage in busi- 
ness. The Ran cites Rashi as explaining that the reference is 
to places designated for comforting mourners. 


They direct a stream of water into it - isind poo: The 
Ran explains that a channel was dug from a spring to 
allow its water to flow to the ritual bath. Others propose 
that they would open a spring at the bottom of the well 
from which the water of the ritual bath emerged (Rab- 
beinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 


HALAKHA 


Digging and cleaning the cisterns of an individual - 
pm bw niniza mem apan: It is prohibited to dig new 
cisterns for an individual during a Festival, even if he cur- 
rently has only a minimal supply of drinking water (Magen 
Avraham). Repairing cisterns that have become damaged 
is permitted during the intermediate days of a Festival if 
the individual needs the water for use on the Festival. It 
is permitted to fill a cistern with water on the intermedi- 
ate days of a Festival. The Magen Avraham adds that it is 
permitted to do so only by collecting water in vessels 
and bringing that water to the cistern; it is prohibited to 
transport water through a ditch, which is more strenuous 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 544:2). 


Public cisterns — maya nida: It is permitted to repair 
public cisterns during the intermediate days of a Festival 
and to clear them of stones and dirt even if the public 
does not need them on the Festival itself. But one may dig 
new cisterns only if they are needed by the public on the 
Festival. When the digging of public cisterns is permitted, 
they may be dug even if they require strenuous effort and 
the labor is performed publicly, and even if this labor was 
purposely scheduled to take place during the Festival 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 544:2). 


Public needs during a Festival — yina w277 27%: One 
is permitted to tend to all public needs during a Festival, 
such as repairing and removing obstacles from roads, 
marking graves, and repairing ritual baths, even if one 
planned to do so in advance (Mishna Berura). The Rema 
writes that this leniency applies only to the physical needs 
of the community. Other public needs, such as building a 
synagogue, may not be tended to during a Festival if they 
require the work of a professional (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 5441, and in the comment of Rema). 


LANGUAGE 
Highways [isterata‘ot] - nixy wox: From the Latin strata, 
meaning street. The Sages used this term to refer to high- 
ways or primary thoroughfares. 


Direct [margilin] - posi: Hargala refers to a streaming 
flow, as in water flowing from place to place. It is similar 
to the Aramaic ragalta, meaning stream. 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: It would follow that in the corre- 
sponding situation with regard to the cisterns ofan individual, the 
baraita is referring to a case where the individual does not need 
them. But in that case, is cleaning them out really permitted? Isn’t 
it taught in a baraita: One may gather water" into the cisterns, 
ditches, and caves of an individual, but one may not clean them 
out or plaster their cracks; but for those of the public, one may 
indeed clean out and plaster their cracks? This indicates that on 
the intermediate days of a Festival, unneeded cisterns belonging to 
an individual may not even be cleaned out. 


The Gemara rejects this difficulty: Rather, to what case does the 
first baraita refer? Is it referring to a case where the individual 
needs the cisterns? If so, then in the corresponding situation with 
regard to cisterns of the public, the baraita would be referring to a 
case where the public needs them. But in that case, is digging new 
cisterns really prohibited? Isn’t it taught in yet another baraita: 
One may gather water into cisterns, ditches, and caves of an 
individual, and one may clean them out, but one may not plaster 
their cracks, clear earth into them in order to fill in the cracks, or 
lime them with lime so that they hold water. But with regard to 
those of the public, one may even dig them out and lime them 
with lime. Therefore, in a case where the public needs them, it is 
permitted to dig out public cisterns. 


But if so, the first baraita, which states that one may not dig new 
cisterns even for the public, is difficult, as it is contradicted by 
this last baraita. The Gemara explains: Answer the difficulty and 
explain the first baraita as follows: One may clean out cisterns, 
ditches, and caves of an individual! during the intermediate days 
ofa Festival when the individual needs them; and needless to say, 
one may clean out those of the public! when the public needs 
them, as even digging new cisterns is permitted when the public 
needs them. 


But one may not dig cisterns, ditches and caves for the public 
when the public does not need them. And needless to say, one 
may not dig them for an individual, as when an individual does 
not need the cisterns on the intermediate days of a Festival, even 
cleaning them out is prohibited. In this way all of the seemingly 
contradictory sources can be reconciled. 


Rav Ashi said: The wording of the mishna is also precise, indicat- 
ing that when there is a public need for such cisterns, they may be 
dug even on the intermediate days of a Festival. As it teaches: One 
may tend to all other public needs." What does the word all come 
to add that was not stated explicitly? Does it not come to add the 
digging of cisterns, which is permitted? 


The Gemara rejects this opinion: No, the word all comes to add that 
which is taught in the following baraita: On the intermediate days 
of a Festival, agents of the court go out to clear thorns from the 
road, and to repair the city streets” and highways [isterata’ot],' 
and to measure the ritual baths to ascertain that they have the 
requisite quantity of water. And if any ritual bath does not contain 
forty sea,” the minimal measure for ritual purification, they direct 
[margilin] a stream of water into it," such that it flows over the 
ground before entering the bath, so as not to disqualify the water as 
drawn water until it holds forty se‘a of water. 


Forty se'a — AXD DYIW: Forty sea is the equivalent of eighty 
hin, or 5,760 egg- “bulks, which is the minimum quantity of water 
necessary for a ritual bath. The measure of forty se'a is the basis 
for all modern calculations of the various talmudic measures 
of volume. The Talmud states that the dimensions of a ritual 


BACKGROUND 


bath must be three cubits by one cubit by one cubit, and that 
its volume must be forty sea. Therefore, according to the cal- 
culation of Rav Hayyim Na'e, a ritual bath must contain 332 £ of 
water. According to the calculations of the Hazon Ish, it must 
contain 573 2. 
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And from where is it derived that if agents of the court did not go 
out and do all these repairs, that with regard to any blood that is 
shed there on account of their negligence, the verse ascribes to them 
guilt as if they had shed it? The verse states with regard to the cities 
of refuge that offer protection to someone who committed inadver- 
tent manslaughter: “That innocent blood be not shed in your land, 
which the Lord your God gives you for an inheritance, and so blood 
be upon you” (Deuteronomy 19:10)." The Gemara maintains that the 
mishna uses the word all to allude to the cases mentioned in this 
baraita, and not to the digging of public cisterns. 


The Gemara questions this: But these additional cases are explicitly 
taught in the mishna: One may repair the roads, streets, and ritual 
baths, and one may tend to all other public needs. What does this 
last phrase come to add? Does it not come to add the digging of 
cisterns needed by the public? The Gemara agrees: Conclude from 
this that the mishna means to permit the digging ofnew cisterns when 
they are needed by the public. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: One may mark graves" on the inter- 
mediate days of a Festival so that passersby will know to avoid them 
and not become ritually impure. Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi said: 
Where is there an allusion in the Torah to the marking of graves?" 
The verse states: “And when they that pass through shall pass through 


the land, and any see a man’s bone, then shall he set up a sign by it” 


(Ezekiel 39:15)." Ezekiel prophesies that at some future time, the Jew- 
ish people will erect signs over the strewn remains of the dead so that 
others will know to avoid ritual impurity. 


Ravina said to Rav Ashi: Before the prophet Ezekiel came and 
alluded to this obligation, who said that graves must be marked? Even 
before the time of Ezekiel, people were careful with regard to ritual 
impurity. Rav Ashi responded: And according to your reasoning, 
that Ezekiel was introducing a new halakha, the same question can be 
raised with regard to this statement that Rav Hisda said. As Rav 
Hisda said with regard to the halakha that one who is uncircumcised 
or an apostate may not serve in the Temple: This matter we did 
not learn from the Torah of Moses our teacher, but rather, we 
learned it from the words of the prophet Ezekiel ben Buzi, who 
said of such individuals: “No stranger, uncircumcised in heart, or 


uncircumcised in flesh, shall enter into My Sanctuary to serve Me” 


(Ezekiel 44:9). 


Here too, one can ask: Before Ezekiel came, who said that such 
individuals cannot serve in the Temple? Rather, you must say that 
originally they learned it as a tradition and it was an accepted halakha 
for generations, and then Ezekiel came and based it on a verse. Here 
too, with regard to the obligation to mark graves, they originally 
learned it as a tradition, and then Ezekiel came and based it on a 
verse. 


Rabbi Abbahu said: An allusion to the marking of graves may be 
derived from here: “And the leper in whom the plague is, his clothes 
shall be rent, and the hair of his head shall go loose, and he shall cover 
his upper lip, and shall cry: Impure, impure” (Leviticus 13:45). This 
verse teaches that impurity cries out to the passerby and tells him: 
Remove yourself. The leper must inform others of his status so 
that they know not to come into contact with him and thereby main- 
tain their ritual purity. So too, in our case, graves must be marked so 
that others will know to avoid them and prevent contracting ritual 
impurity. And similarly, Rabbi Uzziel, grandson of Rabbi Uzziel 
the Great, said: Impurity cries out to the passerby and tells him: 
Remove yourself. 


The Gemara asks: But with regard to this verse, does it come to teach 
this idea? That verse is needed for that which is taught in the follow- 
ing baraita: “And he shall cry: Impure, impure”; this teaches that the 
leper must inform the public of his distress," and the public will 
pray for mercy on his behalf. 


NOTES 
And so blood be upon you - 037 Pw mim: Rab- 
beinu Hananel apparently had a different version of 
this text, reading: “As it is stated: That you bring not 
blood on your house” (Deuteronomy 22:8), a verse 
referring to the obligation to build a railing around 
one’s roof (see Tosafot). 


An allusion. ..to the marking of graves — msy m1 
ninap: The Ritva writes that the Sages understood 
that since marking the location of graves is so 
essential for the general good of the community, 
it would be impossible that there is no allusion to 
it in the Bible. 


And any that see a man’s bone, then shall he set 
up a sign by it- jx byy TD DTN Oxy AKT: Many 
commentaries question why this is referred to as 
an allusion, when it would appear that the halakha 
of marking graves is presented in this verse quite 
explicitly. Rashi explains that this is referred to as an 
allusion because the verse foretells this activity but 
does not state that it is a mitzva. Tosafot explain that 
the verse is unclear, because it speaks about the 
future and not about current practice. Rabbi Shimon 
holds that gentile graves do not impart ritual impu- 
rity by means of a tent, and consequently this mark- 
ing of graves in Ezekiel may be understood not as a 
way of distancing people from ritual impurity but as 
a way of clearing the land of corpses. Therefore, it 
does not provide an absolute proof for the halakha 
discussed in the Gemara (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of 
Paris, citing Rivam). 


Rabbi Abbahu said an allusion may be derived 
from here — x372 WAX IX !37: The commentar- 
ies explain that the different opinions cited in the 
Gemara do not disagree; each Sage simply identi- 
fied the verse providing an allusion to the marking 
of graves that was most convincing to him. The 
Maharsha explains at length that there are grounds 
to refute each of these proofs, either because it is 
insufficiently clear or because a different halakha is 
derived from that particular verse. 


HALAKHA 

Marking graves — ninap yx: If one finds a grave 
or part of a corpse that imparts ritual impurity via a 
tent, he should mark it so as to prevent others from 
becoming impure. Court-appointed agents would 
go out on the intermediate days of a Festival to mark 
the location of graves (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 8:9). 


Inform the public of his distress - iayy winy 
path: It is a mitzva for a leper to cover his head 
and wrap himself up as a mourner, and to inform 
passersby that he is ritually impure (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 10:6). 
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NOTES 


The Gemara answers: If it is so that the verse comes to teach only 
one idea, let it write: And he shall cry: Impure. What is to be 
derived the repetition of impure, impure? Learn from this reitera- 
tion two ideas: First, that the leper must inform the public of his 
pain so that others will pray on his behalf, and second, that he must 
warn the public to stay away so that they avoid coming into contact 
with him and contracting ritual impurity. 


Abaye said: An allusion to the marking of graves may be learned 

from here, as it is written: “You shall not put a stumbling block 

before the blind” (Leviticus 19:14). Rav Pappa said the obligation 

is alluded to in the verse: “And He will say: Pave, pave, clear the 

way," take up the stumbling block out of the way of My people” 
(Isaiah 57:14), which indicates that roads must be cleared of all 

obstacles and hazards. 


Rav Hinnana said: This may be derived from the end of that very 
same verse: “Take up the stumbling block from the way of My 
people” (Isaiah 57:14). Rabbi Yehoshua, son of Rav Idi, said: This 
may be derived from the verse: “And you shall show them the way 
in which they must walk” (Exodus 18:20), i.e., you must properly 
repair the roads, which includes marking graves. 


Mar Zutra said that an allusion to this obligation is found in the 
verse “Thus you shall separate the children of Israel from their 
impurity” (Leviticus 15:31), which indicates that people must be 
warned to stay away from that which could cause them to become 
ritually impure. Rav Ashi said it is derived from the verse: “And 
you shall keep My charge” (Leviticus 18:30), which means that you 
must establish a safeguard for My charge, i.e., protective measures 
must be enacted to prevent people from transgressing halakha, a 
task that includes distancing people from ritual impurity by marking 
off graves, so that they not come to convey ritual impurity to teruma 
or other consecrated items. 


And finally, Ravina said: This obligation is alluded to by the verse 
“And to him who orders his way," I will show the salvation of God” 
(Psalms 50:23), meaning that one must mark the pathways that are 

ritually pure and upon which it is appropriate to walk. 


With regard to the verse from Psalms cited above, Rabbi Yehoshua 

ben Levi said: Whoever appraises his ways" in this world and 

contemplates how to act in the most appropriate way possible mer- 
its seeing the salvation of the Holy One, Blessed be He," as it is 

stated: “And to him who orders his way.” Do not read it as vesam, 
who orders; rather, read it as vesham, and appraises. With this read- 
ing, the verse indicates that one who appraises his ways, him will I 
show the salvation of God. 


Rabbi Yannai had a certain student who would raise difficulties 
with his teachings every day as they were learning. On Shabbat of 
a Festival," when the broader public would come to hear the lesson, 
the student would not raise any difficulties, lest Rabbi Yannai lack 
an immediate answer and suffer embarrassment. 


Pave, pave, clear the way — 177339 15D 35D: Some commentar- 
ies explain that the words “clear the way” are understood to 
mean: Clear away the impurity. As the conclusion of the verse 
indicates, this is to be removed from the way of the Jewish 
people (Peirush). 


And to him who orders [vesam] his way — 111 DW: Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola apparently understood this as: To him 
who marks [vesimen] the way. 


Whoever appraises his ways — pinyin owna: Rashi explains 
that this is referring to one who calculates the reward for 
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fulfilling a mitzva against the loss for transgressing it and avoids 
sin. The Meiri understands this to refer to one who conducts 
himself in a balanced fashion, following the golden mean, 
which the Rambam praises at length (see his introduction to 
Avot, known as Eight Chapters). The Sefat Emet explains that 
even when faced with two mitzvot, one evaluates which is 
preferable and less likely to lead to undesirable side effects. 


The salvation of the Holy One, Blessed be He - by iny 
NIT T2 wiTp: refers to God's salvation of the Jewish people, 
which is called in various places in the Bible the salvation of 


the Lord (Ritva). 


On Shabbat of a Festival — xen sxmawa: Josafot explain that 
this refers to the Shabbat during a Festival. Others say that this 
refers to the Shabbat before a Festival, when public lectures 
would be delivered about the halakhot of the Festival (Talmid 
Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). This cus- 
tom continues nowadays in the form of the public lectures 
customarily delivered on the Shabbat before Passover and 
before Yom Kippur. The /yyun Ya'akov writes that it is customary 
not to raise challenging questions during these lectures, as 
the purpose of the lecture is for the public to come and listen 
attentively, absorbing the practical halakhic teachings. 
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Rabbi Yannai read this verse about him: “And to him who 
orders his way," I will show the salvation of God” (Psalms 
50:23), for he considered his conduct and determined when it 
was inappropriate to challenge his master. 


§ With regard to the halakhot of marking graves, the Sages 
taught the following baraita: The courts do not mark" the area 
of an olive-bulk of a corpse; nor of a bone that is the size of a 
barleygrain-bulk; nor of any item" that imparts impurity only 
through physical contact but does not impart ritual impurity 
by means ofa tent to an individual or object that it overshadows, 
or that is overshadowed by it, or that is found together with it 
under the same structure. But they do mark the area of the spine 
of a corpse, the skull, or the bones that comprise the majority 
of the skeletal structure or the majority of the number of bones 
in the body." 


And furthermore, they do not mark the area of certain ritual 
impurity, i.e., a place that is known to all as ritually impure, but 
they do mark a place of uncertain ritual impurity. And these are 

the places of uncertain ritual impurity: Overhanging boughs, 
protrusions, and a beit haperas.' And they do not erect the 

marker directly over the site of the ritual impurity, so as not to 

cause a loss of ritually pure food items, as one who is carrying 
such food might inadvertently walk up to the site of ritual impu- 
rity and only then notice the marker, after the food has already 
contracted impurity. Similarly, they do not distance the marker 
from the actual site of ritual impurity, so as not to cause a loss 

of Eretz Yisrael," i.e., so as not to increase the area into which 
individuals refrain from entering. 


The Gemara begins to analyze this baraita by asking: Is it really 
so that an olive-bulk of a corpse does not impart ritual impu- 
rity by means ofa tent? But didn’t we learn in a mishna (Oholot 
2:1): These are the items that impart ritual impurity by means 
ofa tent, and among other items this list includes an olive-bulk 
ofa corpse? 


Rav Pappa said: Here, we are dealing with a case where the 
piece of flesh is exactly an olive-bulk, which, as it decays, will 
ultimately diminish in size to less than an olive-bulk. Accord- 
ingly, it is preferable that teruma and consecrated items be 
burned because of it for the time being, in a case where one 
inadvertently encounters this impurity because it was not marked 
and consequently one must burn any teruma or consecrated 
items that became ritually impure, and not be burned because 
of it forever afterward. After some time the piece of flesh will be 
less than an olive-bulk, yet if the area is marked, people will 
continue to burn teruma or consecrated items because of it, as, 
due to the marking, they will assume that ritual impurity was 
imparted by means ofa tent. 


HALAKHA 


Marking graves — ninap q¥: If one finds a grave or part of a 
corpse that imparts ritual impurity by means of a tent, he must 
mark the location in order to inform others that walking there 
will cause them to become impure. One does not mark the 
location of a piece of a corpse that is precisely an olive-bulk, 
despite the fact that it imparts ritual impurity by means of 
a tent, because its size will decrease as it decomposes. The 


marker should be placed adjacent to the location of the corpse; 
it should not be placed directly over it, as it may not effectively 
prevent others from becoming impure. It should neither be 
distanced from the corpse, so as not to section off parts of Eretz 
Yisrael unnecessarily. Markers must be placed only in locations 
where it is not widely known that there is a grave (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 8:9). 


NOTES 
Rabbi Yannai read this verse about him: And to him who 
orders his way - 177 DW): by ‘yp: This student appraised 
his ways; although he sacrificed the opportunity to clarify 
what he was learning and perhaps did not find out the reason 
behind what his teacher had said, it was more important to 
refrain from embarrassing him (Ritva). 


The courts do not mark — pri px: Some explain that it is 
prohibited to mark these locations lest a passerby unneces- 
sarily burns teruma even after the quantity of remains has 
become reduced (Jalmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; see Tosafot). 


Nor of any item - satby xd): This includes not only parts of 
a corpse that do not impart ritual impurity by means of a tent, 
but also other sources of impurity, e.g., a creeping animal or 
the carcass of an animal, which do not impart impurity by 
means of a tent (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; Ritva). 


To cause a loss of Eretz Yisrael — bew YIN hs ppm: 
Some explain that because it is common practice not to sow 
there, or according to others, because it is prohibited to do 
so, this would cause damage to the land (Rashi manuscript). 
Others say that it would cause a narrowing of the roads (Rabbi 
Shlomo ben HaYatom). 


LANGUAGE 

Beit haperas — D151 m3: Opinions are divided as to the origin 
of this term. Rashi and Tosafot explain the word peras to mean 
broken, as the field became impure when it was plowed and 
the bones were broken and scattered about. The Rambam 
apparently understands the term in the sense of spreading 
[perisa], as the impurity spreads over the entire area. Some 
explain the term as derived from the Greek tapos, paros, 
meaning before, as the field is like a courtyard around the 
grave. Finally, some maintain that it comes from the Greek 
dmopoc, aporos, meaning a place through which one may 
not pass. 
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HALAKHA 
A field in which a grave was plowed - 1ap 12 wana niw: 
A field in which a grave was plowed is called a beit haperas. 
The Sages decreed that the area is ritually impure due to a 
concern that bones were scattered throughout the field. No 
distinction is made based on the particulars of the case, and 
the halakha applies even if the corpse was buried deep in the 
ground in a coffin. The field has the status of a beit haperas 
to a distance of one hundred cubits from the location of the 
grave (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 10:1). 


He may blow upon the earth in the beit haperas - naw 
D157 Ma DIK: One who is traveling to sacrifice the Paschal 
lamb may blow the dirt along the path of a beit haperas as 
he travels through it. If he does not find any bones, he may 
slaughter and eat his Paschal lamb. Similarly, one who passes 
through a well-trodden beit haperas remains ritually pure and 
may offer the Paschal lamb (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 6:8). 
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The Gemara continues to explicate the baraita: And these are 


the places of uncertain ritual impurity: Overhanging boughs, 
and protrusions," and a beit haperas. 


YTY pan 1px -niay 


The Gemara explains: Overhanging boughs is referring to a tree 


that hangs over the ground next to a cemetery, and under one of 
its branches there might be a corpse. If there is a corpse there, the 
branch overhanging it creates a tent and therefore imparts ritual 
impurity to anyone who passes underneath it. 


Ja nixyi niyna may - niy 
pI 


Protrusions" is referring to protruding stones that jut out from 
a wall and are not flush with it, under which there might be a 


corpse. Once again, if the stones protrude over a corpse, they 
create a tent and impart ritual impurity to anyone who passes 


underneath. 
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The definition of a beit haperas is as we learned elsewhere in a 
mishna (Oholot 17:1): One who plows a field containing a grave," 
thereby raising concern that bones may have become strewn 
throughout the field, renders the field a beit haperas. And how 


much of the field does he render a beit haperas? The full length 
of a furrow, which is a hundred cubits. 


sas ba Kava a DT N 
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The Gemara asks: Does a beit haperas really impart ritual im- 
purity by means of a tent?" But didn’t Rav Yehuda say that 
Shmuel said: Ifa person is carrying ritually pure items or wishes 
to remain ritually pure so that he may consume consecrated items, 


yet he must cross a beit haperas, he may blow upon the earth in 
the beit haperas" before each step to clear away any small bones 
that may have become strewn across the field and proceed to walk 
across the area, thereby remaining ritually pure. This indicates that 
there is no concern about contracting ritual impurity by means of 
a tent in a beit haperas; otherwise, it would be prohibited to cross 
in this way, as it is possible that in the course of blowing one may 
already have contracted ritual impurity by leaning over the bones 
or by passing over bones that are buried beneath the surface. 


KAYT PAWA ne 13 TA 17) 
Ine WP DI mI WK 


Similarly, Rav Yehuda bar Ami said in the name of Ulla: A beit 
haperas that was trampled," i.e., a well-trodden beit haperas, is 


ritually pure, as passersby have certainly cleared away any bones 
with their feet. If a beit haperas were to impart ritual impurity by 
means of a tent, there should be a concern that the bones may 
have been trampled upon and buried in the ground. Both these 
sources prove that a beit haperas does not impart impurity by 
means of tent, posing a contradiction to the mishna. 


Overhanging boughs and protrusions — niyp1 nin3p: The 
commentaries disagree about the meaning of this phrase. Rashi 
explains that it refers to trees or walls adjacent to a cemetery 
where there is a concern that a corpse or part of a corpse may 
be buried beneath them. According to this interpretation, the 
tree or wall must be located in a private domain, as cases 
of questionable impurity are judged leniently in the public 
domain. However, some say that there is certainly a corpse 
buried underneath the branch or protrusion from the wall, 
but there is doubt as to the precise location of the corpse. 
Other commentaries explain that there is certainly a corpse 
underneath the branch or protruding stone, but the branch or 
stone is not wide enough to constitute a tent by Torah law. The 
uncertainty is about whether by rabbinic law it constitutes a 
tent in combination with the other branches of the tree or the 
other stones protruding from the same row of stones on the 
wall (Ramban on Nidda 57a, citing Ra’avad; Rabbeinu Shimshon 
on Oholot 8:2; see Ritva). 


Protrusions — niyna: Some interpret this to mean large stones, 
as in the verse: “He shall let the locks of the hair of his head 


NOTES 


” 


grow [pera]" (Numbers 6:5). Pera in this verse is rendered in the 
Aramaic translation as: Grow long (Rashi manuscript; Talmid 
Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


Does a beit haperas impart ritual impurity by means of a 
tent - Sattea KAVA 2 DISA mM: Several commentaries had 
a different version of the text, according to which it is taken 
for granted that a beit haperas does not impart ritual impurity 
by means of a tent. The Gemara’s question according to their 
version is: Does a beit haperas require marking? The ensuing 
discussion in the Gemara can also be understood according to 
his explanation (Josefot Rid). 


A beit haperas that was trampled - w3w D397 ma: The 
Rambam, and apparently also Rashi, rule that this is a case 
where an individual is on his way to sacrifice the Paschal lamb. 


The Sages did not impose their decree that one who walks 


hrough a beit haperas becomes ritually impure in a situation 
where it would prevent someone from fulfilling the mitzva of 
he Paschal lamb, which carries a punishment of karet for those 
who fail to fulfill it. 
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Rav Pappa said: It is not difficult, as a distinction can be made 
between different types of beit haperas: Here, where the baraita 
states that a beit haperas must be marked because it imparts tent 
impurity, it is referring to a field in which a grave was lost," i.e., a 
field that was known with certainty to contain a grave, though its 
precise location can no longer be recalled. There, where it ruled 
that a beit haperas does not convey tent impurity, it is a case of a 
field where a grave was plowed and it is not at all clear whether 
there are bones strewn across the field. In that case ritual impurity 
is not imparted by means of a tent, and so it need not be marked. 


The Gemara asks: But is a field where a grave was plowed called 
a beit haperas, such that one must be concerned about its ritual 
impurity? The Gemara answers: Yes, and so we learned in a 
mishna (Oholot 18:2-4): There are three types of beit haperas 
through which those who eat teruma and consecrated items are 
prohibited to walk: A field in which a grave was lost and its pre- 
cise location is no longer known, a field in which a grave was 
plowed and bones may have been scattered about, and a weepers’ 
field." 


The Gemara asks: What is meant by a weepers’ field? Rav 
Yehoshua bar Abba said in the name of Ulla: A field where 
those escorting the deceased would take leave of the deceased," 
handing the corpse over to those who would perform the actual 
interment. 


And what is the reason that one must be concerned about 
ritual impurity in a weepers’ field? Avimi said: It is due to the 
possible despair by the owners of recovering bones" that the 
Sages touched upon it. There is a concern that in transporting 
the deceased from far away, a loose limb may have fallen from 
the corpse into the field, and unseen by those transporting 
the deceased, it was abandoned there. Since over time many 
corpses passed through this weepers’ field, it is assumed that ritual 
impurity might be found in many places throughout the field. 


The Gemara asks: And does a field in which a grave was plowed 

not require marking? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: If one 

encountered a field that was marked" due to ritual impurity, and 

it is no longer known what the nature of the ritual impurity was, 
if there are trees in the field, it is known that a grave was plowed 

in it, as it is permitted for one to plant trees in such a field. If there 

are no trees in the field, it is known that a grave was lost in it, as 

it is prohibited for one to plant trees in such a field. If a field is 

suitable for planting trees and yet there are none, clearly it is 

because a grave was lost in it. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: We do not rely on these signs unless there is 
an Elder or a rabbinic scholar who can testify about the subject, 
as notall are experts in this matter, and perhaps the field was not 
plowed at all. In any case, this baraita teaches that a field in which 
a grave was plowed is also marked. 


The Gemara answers: Rav Pappa said: When that baraita con- 
cerning a marked field is taught, it is taught with regard to a field 

where a grave was certainly lost and they immediately marked it. 
However, if there are trees in the field, it is known that a grave 

was later plowed in it, i.e., it was forgotten that a grave had been 

lost in the field and so it was inappropriately plowed and prepared 

for planting. But if there are no trees in the field, we know that a 

grave was lost in it and it was not later plowed. 


The Gemara raises a question about this ruling: But let us be 
concerned that perhaps the trees were located inside the field 
and the grave was located outside of it, and the actual site of the 
grave was never plowed but simply lost? How then can one rely 
on the presence of trees to indicate that the grave had been plowed 
in the field? 


HALAKHA 
A field in which a grave was lost — 1a? 73 TAK miw: The 
soil of a field in which a grave was lost imparts ritual impurity 
through direct contact and to those who carry the soil even 
without direct contact, and the field imparts ritual impurity to 
those who pass over it (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Met 8:1). 


Aweepers field - paja mW: A field near the cemetery, where 
women sit and weep, is called a weepers’ field. Due to the 
concern that perhaps a corpse has been buried there, it is pro- 
hibited to plant in this field so that people will not accustom 
themselves to going there. However, since there is no known 
source of impurity there, the soil of such a field is presumed to 
be ritually pure and may be used to fashion ovens for cooking 
consecrated food items (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Met 8:4). 


A field that was marked - nsn mw: If one finds a field 
that was marked as ritually impure but he does not know 
what type of impurity the field contains, he can assume that 
ifthe field has a tree, it is presumably a field where a grave was 
plowed. Therefore, the field does not impart ritual impurity 
by means of a tent. If there is no tree, it is presumably a field 
where a grave was lost. Therefore, it does impart ritual impurity 
by means of a tent. However, this applies only if there is a local 
Torah scholar who knows that it is permitted to plant trees in a 
field where a grave was plowed and prohibited to plant trees 
in a field where a grave was lost. The Kesef Mishne notes that 
this is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who 
merely explains the opinion of the anonymous first tanna 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 10:10). 


NOTES 


Aweepers’ [bokhin] field - aia miw: The Rashbam’s version 
of the text reads: A field of crypts [kokhin]. He explains that 
this refers to a field adjoining a cemetery where the deceased 
would be buried temporarily in a crypt until a proper grave 
could be prepared. The Sages were concerned about the ritual 
purity of this field, due to the possibility that corpses interred 
there had not been transferred to permanent graves. 


Where those escorting the deceased would take leave of 
[maftirin] the deceased - wnn 73 pyrysag: Some com- 
mentaries explain that this refers to a field where corpses 
would be brought from distant locations and where the local 
residents would begin to attend to them. The geonim explain 
that it is called a weepers’ field because family members from 
different places would assemble there to mourn their dead 
together. Indeed, some understand the word maftirin as it is 
used in the Jerusalem Talmud, in the sense of eulogizing the 
dead (see Ritva). 


Due to the despair by the owners of recovering bones — 
owa wax? Dwa: According to one explanation, this means 
that a corpse would sometimes be brought there after it had 
already begun to decompose, and perhaps a body part had 
fallen off without being noticed. Alternatively, perhaps severa 
corpses were brought together and one of them, possibly the 
corpse of an infant or stillborn child, was left behind (Talmid 
Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). The Ritva offers a completely differen 
explanation, citing Rabbeinu Shimshon: The despair of the 
owners refers to the fact that once the field has been used 
regularly for these purposes, the original owners no longer 
have a right to prevent its continued use in this way by plan 
ing in the field. 


If one encountered a field that was marked - 71 x¥a 
myaxia: Most commentaries explain that finding trees in a field 
is the indication that there is no grave there, as it is prohibited 
to plant trees in a field where there is a grave whose precise 
location one does not know (Tosefot Rid; Ritva). The Ra’avad 
adds that when the Gemara states that the field has no trees, 
it means that the trees have been cut down (see Rashi, Meiri, 
and Ritva). 
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- p2arpia: The Ritva explains that 


Scattered [mesubakhin] 
the trees have large branches that cover some portion of the 
field. This may be based upon versions of the text that read 
mesukhakhin, covered, instead of mesubakhin, scattered. 


All affairs of the city, etc. - ^3) KAT toad: Rabbi Shlomo 
ben HaYatom derives from here that a Torah scholar mus 
pay attention to communal affairs, as halakhic rulings wil 
be issued in accordance with his reports of what has taken 
place in his community. 


A single marked stone — ns% 3%: Rashi explains tha 
although one does not generally place a marker of ritua 
impurity directly over the source of the impurity, this is no 
the case with regard to a stone, as the marker is noticeable 
from a distance due to the height of the stone. However, i 
is apparent in the Jerusalem Talmud that even in the case o 
a stone, the marker should not be directly over the source 
of the impurity. Consequently, if a single stone was marked, 
it is assumed that the stone covers an area greater than the 
source of the impurity (see Tosefot HaRosh). 


Two marked stones — ni»% OAK "AW: This refers to two 
stones that have lime on top of them and, at least minimally, 
on the sides that face each other, so that it is plausible that 
there was once lime between the stones that peeled off. 


Two stones marked with lime 
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The Gemara answers: Itis as Ulla said elsewhere. This is a case where 
the trees are standing along the field’s boundaries, next to a public 
domain, as the grave is certainly not outside the trees in the public 
domain, since people do not bury a corpse in the public thorough- 
fare. Rather, the grave must be between the trees, and was therefore 
plowed. Here too, then, this is a case where the trees are standing 
along the borders. 


The Gemara asks: But perhaps the ritual impurity was on the 
inside and the trees were on the outside, and only the area between 
the trees was plowed, while the inner portion of the field with the 
grave was not plowed? 


The Gemara answers: The case is where the trees are scattered" 
throughout the entire field, so that it is likely that the entire field was 
plowed. And if you wish, say instead: This is not a concern, as we 
said earlier that one does not distance the marker too far from the 
actual site of ritual impurity, so as not to cause a loss of Eretz 
Yisrael. As the marker is located near the trees, presumably the trees 
are close to the actual site of the grave, and the site of the grave was 
plowed. 


It is taught in the baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: One relies on these 
signs only when there is an Elder or a rabbinic scholar who can 
testify about the matter, as not all are well versed in this matter, and 
perhaps the field was not plowed at all. Abaye said: Learn from 
this statement of Rabbi Yehuda that when there is a Torah scholar 
in the city, all affairs of the city" are thrust upon him, i.e., are 
his responsibility. Consequently, he is expected to know what has 
happened in the city. 


§ The Gemara continues its discussion of marking graves. Rav 
Yehuda said: If one found a single marked stone," this indicates that 
the ground underneath it is ritually impure. Ifhe found two marked 
stones,® the following distinction applies: If there is lime on the 
ground between them, this indicates that the area between them is 
ritually impure and the two stones mark the boundaries of the 
impure area; and if there is no lime on the ground between them, 
this indicates that the area between them is ritually pure and each 
stone marks a separate area of ritual impurity." 


Marking on stones — maxw jvs: If one finds a single marked 
stone, the area beneath it is ritually impure. If two stones are 
marked and there is lime between them, the area between 
them is ritually impure. If the lime is found only on the tops of 
the stones and there are pottery fragments between them, it is 
assumed that the fragments were part of a structure. This is in 
accordance with the versions of the text that include the word 
heres instead of horesh (see Tosafot; Kesef Mishne). If there is no 
pottery between them and the lime spreads down from the 


tops of the stones to the area between them, the area between 
the stones is ritually impure. The Ra'avad writes that if the area 
between the stones has been plowed, it is considered ritually 
pure, as it is assumed that the plowing caused the lime to fall 
from the stones to the ground between them. This is in accor- 
dance with the version of the text found in the Vilna Talmud, 
which includes the word horesh (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Met 8:11, and Kesef Mishne there). 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


KANT WIN xt 14 by AN) 
POND = MISI NNN JIN KYN 
- ya WIN w OX ONY KOY 

hey ja - xd ON) TAD PPA 


POY TOTI KOT XDD 37 TN 
ng gests pea aa eR by 
WMD [PPA - PPPS WII KDN 
Sapnet xa Wyn Nan WIN 

XDD) AT LIT TD- NYK) 


NTT -ASA IMS WD YN II TO 
-DIH ine aba mw ba aw 
mime aaa ate boy pray on 
TWT dp) psp og - why 
Pye pt - Avan ite ad 

meg AAD TWH OD) 


Dipan [VS PPV PS 2 TNT 
YTS Og PoI) xbv agnw 
byw 


onsboa by ay pesty 


a ponon yxa nya am 
xs by open 


The Gemara asks: And is the area between them deemed ritually 
pure even though there is no sign of plowing having taken 
place between the stones? But isn’t it taught otherwise in a 
baraita as follows: If one found a single marked stone, this 
indicates that the ground underneath it is ritually impure. If 
he found two marked stones, then the following distinction 
applies: If there is evidence of plowing" having taken place 
between them, the area between the two stones is ritually 
pure; and if not, the area between them is ritually impure. 


Rav Pappa said: The contradiction can be resolved by explain- 
ing that here, in the baraita, the case is where the lime used as 

a marker of ritual impurity had been poured on top of the 

stones, and it is spread thinly this way and that. In this case, if 
there is evidence of plowing having taken place between the 

stones, the area between them is ritually pure, as one can say 
that the lime was peeled off from the stones due to the plow- 
ing; originally the lime was only on top of the stones, to indicate 

that there is ritual impurity underneath them, but then fell into 

the area between them during the plowing. But if there is no 

evidence ofa plow having passed between them, then it is most 
likely that the lime was meant to mark the ground between the 

stones, and the entire area between them is ritually impure. 


Rabbi Asi said: If only one border of a field® is marked," it is 
assumed that the border itself is ritually impure while the 
entire rest of the field is ritually pure. Iftwo borders are marked, 
it is assumed that they are both ritually impure while the 
entire rest of the field is ritually pure. If three borders are 
marked, it is assumed that the three of them are ritually impure 
while the entire rest of the field is ritually pure. If all four 
borders are marked, the borders themselves are ritually pure, 
while the entire field enclosed by the borders is ritually 
impure." 


As the Master said in the baraita: One does not distance the 
marker from the actual site of ritual impurity, so as not to 
cause a loss of Eretz Yisrael, i.e., not to increase the area into 
which people refrain from entering. Consequently, they marked 
all of the borders to indicate that the entire field is ritually 
impure. 


§ It is taught in the mishna: And inspectors even go out on 
the intermediate days of a Festival to uproot the shoots of pro- 
hibited diverse kinds [kilayim] that grew in the fields during 
the rainy season. 


The Gemara asks: Do they go out to uproot diverse kinds 
during the intermediate days of a Festival? The Gemara raises 
a contradiction from another mishna (Shekalim 1:1), which 
states: On the first of Adar the court issues a proclamation 
concerning the collection of the shekels,"® i.e., the yearly half- 
shekel contribution to the Temple treasury made by each adult 
male for the purpose of buying communal offerings. And the 
court also issues a proclamation with regard to the obligation 
to uproot diverse kinds™" from the fields. 


BACKGROUND 
Borders of a field — mw “ra: In many places the borders of 
fields were marked not only with stones, but also with areas of 
elevated soil, which served both to indicate precisely where the 
border ran and to provide an easier way to pass through the 
field without treading upon the cultivated areas. 


Elevated ground between fields 


The shekels — p>pwn: All male Jews over the age of twenty 
were required to contribute half a shekel to the Temple annually, 
before the first day of the month of Nisan, which was the begin- 
ning of the new Temple year. This money was used to cover 
the expenses of the Temple, including purchasing communal 
offerings and paying for repairs to the structure of the Temple. 
It was also used to maintain and repair the walls of Jerusalem. 
From the beginning of the month of Adar, notice was served 
to the public that the half-shekel contributions would soon be 
due. Nowadays, toward the end of the Fast of Esther on the 
thirteenth of Adar, before the beginning of Purim, it is custom- 
ary to donate charity in commemoration of the half-shekel 
contribution. The halakhot of the half-shekel contributions 
made to the Temple are discussed in tractate Shekalim. 


HALAKHA 


Marked borders of a field - wasn 71H “M2: If one finds a field 
with a single border marked with lime, the area beneath the 
border is ritually impure. The same is true if two or three borders 
are marked in this manner. However, if all of the field’s borders 
are marked with lime, the area directly beneath the borders is 
ritually pure, and the rest of the field is ritually impure (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 8:11). 


The court issues a proclamation concerning the collection of 
the shekels — open by pawn: On the first of Adar a public 
proclamation would be made concerning the contribution 
of half-shekels, so that all would prepare the half-shekel to 
be given on the fifteenth of Adar (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, 
Hilkhot Shekalim 1:9). 


The court also issues a a proclamation with regard to the 
the first of Adar the court would iota i sit everyone must 
uproot the diverse kinds growing in his fields and gardens. On 
the fifteenth of Adar, agents appointed by the court would 
go out to ensure that this was done (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, 
Hilkhot Kilayim 2:15). 


NOTES 
Some versions of the text read heres, earthenware, instead 


If there is evidence of plowing - win w ox: If there is evi- 
dence that the area between the stones has been plowed, it 
is assumed that the plowing caused the lime to fall from the 
stone, and originally the area between the stones had not been 
marked. Alternatively, if the area had been plowed, even if there 
was a corpse buried there, one who walks there remains pure. 
This is because a grave that has been plowed does not impart 
ritual impurity by way of a tent, as it is assumed that the corpse 
has been torn to pieces (Peirush; see also Tosafot, Divrei David, 
and Sefat Emet). 


of horesh, plowing. Some suggest that according to this ver- 


sion, if one found fragments of pottery between the stones, 
it is possible that the pottery fell from the stones and caused 
some of the lime to fall between the stones as well (Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola; Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). Others 
suggest that the absence of pottery is a sign of virgin soil, and 
the presence of pottery indicates that the area has been plowed 
(Peirush). The Rambam explains that the potsherds between the 
stones indicate that some structure had once stood there, and 
this accounts for the presence of the lime. 


If one border of a field is marked — pas 1m% 3%: Ordinarily, 
one does not mark the ritual impurity directly over the location 
of the source of the impurity. However, since the border of the 
field is elevated above the ground and therefore easily notice- 
able, the marking may be placed on the border, directly over 
the source of the impurity (Ritva). 


The court also issues a proclamation with regard to the 
obligation to uproot diverse kinds — predoa by DyN: 
Some explain that the proclamation is that people should take 
care not to sow diverse kinds in their fields (Talmid Rabbeinu 
Yehiel of Paris). 
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HALAKHA 
Reading the Megilla in walled cities - 0333 aban DNTP: 
On the fifteenth of Adar, the Megilla is read in cities that were 
walled during the time of Joshua, son of Nun (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 688:1). 


The early crop and the late crop — Dax) v23: On the inter- 
mediate days of Passover, agents of the court would go out to 
check for diverse kinds growing in the fields. If they found more 
than the permitted quantity, they would declare the entire 
field ownerless. If the diverse kinds blossomed before Passover, 
the court agents would investigate the matter immediately 
(Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Kilayim 2:17). 


NOTES 


They go out to clear thorns - win pxyi: These tasks were 
performed at that time of year in order to prepare the roads 
for the pilgrims who would come to Jerusalem for Passover. 
Similarly, they would repair the ritual baths so that the pilgrims 
would be able to immerse and purify themselves. They would 
also mark the graves so that the pilgrims would not inadver- 
tently become ritually impure on their way to the Temple 
(Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). 


my go out to uproot the shoots of diverse kinds -oyi 
hey would go out to uproot the shoots of diverse kinds both in 
Adar as well as on the intermediate days of Passover. However, 
here are other, additional items listed that were apparently 
performed twice, including marking the graves, fixing the 
roads, and measuring the ritual baths. It is explained in the 
Jerusalem Talmud that although the graves were marked in 
Adar, they would go out to mark them again during Passover 
because of the possibility that it rained in the meantime and 
he lime was washed away. It may be suggested that the roads 
also needed to be fixed again for that reason (see Rashi). Some 
write that the Gemara addresses only the issue of diverse kinds 
because the other activities assigned to the fifteenth of Adar 
were not immediately obligatory, and it is possible that they 
would not have been performed by Passover. However, the 
uprooting of diverse kinds, which is performed in order to pre- 
vent violating Torah law, was certainly not delayed, and so the 
question arises why it was done twice (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel 
of Paris). Others propose that the other tasks, e.g., repairing the 
roads, were performed a second time on the intermediate days 
of Passover for the benefit of the pilgrims returning home from 
Jerusalem after the Festival (Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). 


From the funds of the collection of the Temple treasury 
chamber - mawha Dawn: Tosafot write that the court would 
stipulate that money from these funds would be dedicated to 
pay for various communal needs. A list of communal needs 
that were funded in this way is found in tractate Shekalim (10b). 
The later commentaries discuss why the Gemara says that the 
payment was made from the collection of the Temple treasury 
chamber, and not from the remains of the chamber, i.e., the 
money that remained in the chamber after the three collec- 
tions of money were taken to use for communal offerings (see 
Tosefot Yom Tov; Tal Hayyim). 


However much the workers desire, they should pay them — 
any > WITT bs: Since the owners of the fields have trans- 
gressed and sown or maintained diverse kinds, it would have 
been appropriate to hire workers to do the work necessary 
without taking pains to minimize the expense (Rabbi Shlomo 
ben HaYatom; Meiri). 


And how much — 733 41: It is unclear from the Gemara 
whether the quantity discussed here refers toa percentage of 
he seeds planted or a percentage of the plants that are grow- 
ing in the field. However, it is clear in the Jerusalem Talmud that 
he discussion refers to the percentage of the plants that are 
growing. Consequently, one can understand why the Gemara 
discusses a matter that appears to be explicit in the mishna in 
ractate Kilayim (2:1); the mishna is referring to a percentage 
of the seeds, and the Gemara applies the same percentage 
o the plants that are growing in the field (see Jal Hayyim). 
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On the fifteenth of Adar the Megilla, the Scroll of Esther, is read 
in the walled cities," and they go out to clear thorns" from the 
roads, to repair the city streets, and to measure the ritual baths 
to ascertain that they have the requisite quantity of water. And 
they tend to all other public needs, and they mark graves with 
lime, and they go out to uproot the shoots of diverse kinds." If 
they already went out in Adar to uproot the diverse kinds, why 
would they go out again on the intermediate days of the festival 
of Passover? 


Rabbi Elazar and Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina disagreed about this 
issue: One said: Here, in the mishna that states that they go out 
on the fifteenth of Adar, it is referring to the early crop, while 
there, in the mishna that states that they go out on the intermedi- 
ate days of the Festival, it is referring to the late crop," which isn’t 
clearly recognizable until the intermediate days of Passover. And 
one said: Here, in the mishna that states that they go out on 
the fifteenth of Adar, it is referring to grains that are sown in the 
winter and have already grown tall by Adar, while there, in the 
mishna that states that they go out on the intermediate days of 
the Festival, it is referring to vegetables,” which only grow later in 
the season. 


Rabbi Asi said that Rabbi Yohanan said: They taught that court 
messengers go out to uproot diverse kinds in the middle of the 
month of Adar only in a case where the blossom was not yet 
recognizable at an earlier date, so it was still impossible to deter- 
mine whether or not the seedling was from diverse kinds of seeds. 
But if the blossom was already recognizable at an earlier date, 
they go out at that time to uproot the shoots of diverse kinds of 
seeds. 


The Gemara asks: What is different about the intermediate days 
ofa Festival that we specifically go out to uproot shoots of diverse 
kinds of seeds during that week? Rabbi Ya’akov said that Rabbi 
Yohanan said: It is due to the wages paid to the workers hired by 
the court to uproot the diverse kinds. On the intermediate days 
of the Festival it is prohibited for them to perform ordinary labor, 
and so they reduce their rates for us, i.e., for public works, as 
otherwise they would have no income at all. 


Rav Zevid said, and some say that it was Rav Mesharshiyya who 
said: Learn from this explanation that when we give the workers 
who uproot the diverse kinds their wages, we give it to them from 
the funds of the collection of the Temple treasury chamber.™® 
Since they are paid with consecrated money, an attempt is made 
to minimize the expenses. As, ifit enters your mind that we pay 
them from theirs, i.e., the court forces the owners of the fields 
where the diverse kinds are found to pay the workers who uproot 
them, what benefit would we derive from saving the expense? 
However much the workers desire, they should pay them." 


Concerning the issue of uprooting diverse kinds, the Gemara asks: 
And how much" of another species must be mixed in with a crop 
in order to be considered diverse kinds that must be uprooted by 
these workers? Rav Shmuel bar Yitzhak said: The amount is like 
that which we learned in the mishna (Kilayim 2:1): Any se'a of 
seeds that contains 


BACKGROUND 


Grains [zera‘im] and vegetables — nip oy: Rashi explains 
that the term zera‘im, which literally means seeds, refers to 
grains, which are sown before vegetables. The Meiri explains 
that it refers to all plants whose seeds are consumed, while 
vegetables are plants whose leaves are eaten. 


The funds of the collection of the Temple treasury cham- 
ber - awn avin: These funds were called the collection 
of the Temple treasury chamber because the half-shekels 


donated by the Jewish people each year were kept in a specific 
chamber in the Temple complex. Three times a year, a priest 
would enter this chamber with three containers and remove 
some of the coins. This money was used to purchase animals 
for communal offerings and for other needs of the Temple. The 
money that remained in the chamber was used for building 
and maintaining communal structures in Jerusalem and for 
purchasing offerings to be sacrificed when no other offerings 
were being brought. 
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a quarter-kav or more of seeds of a different type," i.e., one 
twenty-fourth of the mixture is a type of seed other than the main 
type, one must reduce’ the other type of seeds in the mixture by 
uprooting the shoots. 


With regard to the halakha that inspectors must go out and uproot 
the shoots of diverse kinds of seeds that grew in the fields, the 
Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in a baraita that the Sages 
ordained that they should pronounce the crop of the entire 
field in which diverse kinds was found ownerless, rather than 
uprooting the diverse kinds? The Gemara responds: This is not 
difficult. Here, in the mishna, where it says that the inspectors 
go out and uproot the diverse kinds, it is referring to the time 
before the institution of the new ordinance; there, in the baraita, 
where it says that the entire field is pronounced ownerless, it is 
referring to the time after the institution of that ordinance. 


The Gemara explains this ordinance as it is taught in another 
baraita: At first, the agents of the court would uproot the diverse 
kinds and cast them before the livestock belonging to the own- 
ers of the fields. However, the property holders would rejoice 
for two reasons: One, that the agents of the court weeded their 
fields for them when they uprooted the plants of the other type; 
and another one, that they cast the diverse kinds before their 
livestock, thereby saving them from having to feed them. Accord- 
ingly, the field owners took no steps to keep their fields free of 
diverse kinds of seeds. 


The Sages, therefore, ordained that the agents of the court should 
uproot the diverse kinds and cast them on the roads. Yet the 
property holders would still greatly rejoice that the agents of 
the court weeded their fields free of charge. Finally, the Sages 
ordained that they should pronounce the crop of the entire 
field in which diverse kinds was found ownerless." 


Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov’ says: Ina field 
MISHNA 


that is filled with trees, one may draw 
water’ via channels from one tree to another tree" on the 
intermediate days of a Festival because trees are in dire need of 
water. And this is permitted provided that in doing so he does 
not water the entire field." With regard to plants that were not 
watered"" prior to the Festival, one may not water them on the 
intermediate days of the Festival because they do not need the 
water. But the Rabbis permit watering in this case, i.e., trees, and 
that case, i.e., plants. 


NOTES 


One must reduce — vy»: Josafot note that the mishna is 
referring to reducing the ratio of seeds prior to sowing them, 
whereas the Gemara is referring to reducing the plants grow- 
ing in the field once they have already been sown. Standing 
behind these halakhot is the fact that although diverse kinds 
of seeds may not be eaten, it is permitted to derive benefit 
from them. Therefore, at first the Sages merely ordained that 
the diverse kinds be removed from the field, and only when 
they saw that their ordinance caused property holders not to 
heed the prohibition at all, did they begin to declare the plants 
and fields ownerless. 


One may draw water - man MX powin: Some commentaries 
explain this to mean that they would open the water channel 
that brought water to one tree, allowing the water to flow from 
there through channels to other trees. Others understand that 


when a large quantity of water would collect in the circular 
ditch beneath one tree, they would dig a channel to allow 
the water to flow from there to other trees as well (Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan; Ran; Meiri). 


And provided that he does not water the entire field - san 
mwa bs Dx pw’ xbw: The commentaries differ as to the 
nature of this field: Rashi and the Rid understand that it refers 
to a field that does not require irrigation. The Ra'avad identifies 
it as a field that requires irrigation but has not yet been sown, 
and one wishes to water it now in order to prepare it for future 
sowing. In the Jerusalem Talmud there is a distinction between 
a field where the trees are close together, in which case it is cer- 
tainly permitted to water the trees as well as the areas between 
them, and a field where the trees are very spread out, in which 
case all agree that it is prohibited to water all the areas between 


HALAKHA 

The measure of diverse kinds of seeds - nytt ba Ww: 
If seeds of a vegetable, grain, or legume became mixed with 
another of these types of seeds in a ratio of more than one to 
twenty-four, it is prohibited to sow the mixture until the ratio 
is reduced. If one sows the mixture, he is liable to flogging. 
The same halakha applies to plants of these types that grow 
together in a field: If one type is growing amidst another type 
in a ratio of at least one to twenty-four, it must be reduced 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 297:5, 8). 


The action of the court concerning diverse kinds of seeds - 
Dy baa para myn: At first the agents of the court would 
uproot the diverse kinds and cast them from the field, but the 
owners of the fields found this beneficial. It was therefore 
ordained that if diverse kinds are found in a field, the entire 
crop is pronounced to be ownerless property, provided that the 
diverse kinds are found in a ratio of at least one to twenty-four. 
The agents of the court do not interfere if the field contains 
a lower ratio of diverse kinds (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot 
Kilayim 2:16). 


One may draw water from tree to tree - tonsa Dat ns powin 
thre: One may draw water from tree to tree provided ‘that he 
re not irrigate the entire field. This is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov, whose opinions are always 
accepted as halakha. The Ra’avad and Maggid Mishne disagree 
about whether this refers to a field that requires irrigation or to 
a field that does not require irrigation. If the field was already 
moist, one is permitted to water it while drawing water from 
tree to tree, in accordance with the statement of Rav Yehuda 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 537:7). 


Plants that were not watered - 1nw Kow Dyg: Plants that 
were not watered prior to the Festival may not be watered dur- 
ing the Festival, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer 
ben Ya'akov (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 8:4). 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov - apy? ja awd 12): There are 
two tanna’‘im by this name, one who lived during the Second 
Temple period, and the other who was a student of Rabbi Akiva. 
The Gemara comments in several places that the teaching of 
Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov measures a kav, but is clean, mean- 
ing that it is small in quantity but clear and complete. This 
indicates that his opinion is followed in almost every case. This 
statement appears to refer to the earlier Sage. Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Ya'akov merited to see the service in the Second Temple prior to 
its destruction. Tractate Middot, which relates many traditions 
about the physical structure of the Temple, is attributed to him. 


he trees. This dispute is restricted to a case where there are ten 
rees within an area of fifty by fifty cubits. The dispute is whether 
hey are considered to be planted close together or spread out 
(see Tosefot HaRosh). 


Plants that were not watered - 1nw Kow Dytt: The commen- 
aries dispute whether the determining factor in this passage 
is loss of property or the effort necessary to perform the labor. 
Rashi and most other commentaries understand that plants 
hat were not watered prior to the Festival will not be harmed 
if they are not watered during the Festival, whereas refraining 
rom watering plants that had already been watered before the 
Festival would result in the complete loss of those plants. The 
Rambam explains that plants that were not watered prior to 
he Festival require a great deal of water, and this would entail 
excessive effort. 
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LANGUAGE 


Moist [metunenet] - nasa: Some say that this word is 
derived from the root tin, which means mud in Aramaic and 
Arabic. By extension, this led to the formation of the root 
tanan, meaning watering or moistening. Some maintain 
that in this sense, tananis a verb of its own. This difference 
in opinion concerning the etymology of the root tanan 
may have contributed to the dispute about the meaning 
of a field that is metunenet: Does it refer to clay-like soil that 
had been wet but then became dry, or does it refer simply 
to a moist field? 


Garden [tarbitza] — x¥*a1M: Some maintain that this word, 
which is found in various Aramaic dialects, is derived from 
Assyrian, and it originally referred to a sheep pen. It is used 
here in the borrowed sense of a yard or garden. Others 
say that the term rabbatz means to be watered, and that 
this may be the source of the word tarbitza in the sense 
of a garden. 


HALAKHA 


Sprinkling water on a field during a Festival - niw nyay7 
“yina: It is permitted to sprinkle a field with water during 
the intermediate days of a Festival, in accordance with the 
opinion of Ravina. However, the Ra‘avad disagrees with this 
ruling, as he understands that Ravina follows the opinion 
of the Rabbis, rather than that of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov. 
The Maggid Mishne, however, explains that here too, the 
Rambam rules in accordance with Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov, 
but that he is referring to plants that may be sprinkled 
with water during a Festival even before they are sown, 
because failure to do so would result in an irretrievable loss 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 8:3). 


Sprinkling water during the Sabbatical Year — nya 
mwv MW: One may sprinkle a field of grain with water 
during the Sabbatical Year so that the trees do not suf- 
fer damage (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shemitta 
VeYovel 1:8). 


BACKGROUND 
Turns a late crop into an early crop — X9 my wn sbay: 
A lack of water in winter crops delays the development 
of their root systems, resulting in a general delay in the 
development of the plants. This ultimately causes the crop 


to ripen late. Early supplemental watering is likely to signifi- 


cantly quicken the ripening process. 
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G E M A Rav Yehuda said: If the field was moist 

[metunenet |‘ before the Festival but in the 
meantime it dried up, it is permitted to water the entire field even 
according to Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov. That ruling is also taught 
in a baraita: When they said that it is prohibited to water them 
on the intermediate days of a Festival, they said this only with 
regard to plants that were not watered at all before the Festival. 
However, with regard to plants that were already watered before 
the Festival and had begun to grow, it is permitted to water them 
on the intermediate days of the Festival because failure to water 
them would lead to substantial financial loss. 


And if the field was moist before the Festival, it is permitted to 
water it even if the field had not been watered prior to the Festival. 
And one may not water a dry field" on the intermediate days of a 
Festival. But the Rabbis permit watering this and that, i.e., plants 
that were not watered before the Festival and a dry field. 


Ravina said: Learn from here that one is permitted to sprinkle 
a garden [tarbitza]™" with water on the intermediate days of a 
Festival." Ravina explains how he arrived at this conclusion: What 
is the reason that the Rabbis permit one to water a dry field" 
despite the fact that the plants will not die from a lack of moisture? 
This is because watering the field in advance turns a late crop into 
an early crop.’ It can be understood from this that the late ripening 
of a crop is considered a substantial financial loss that serves as a 
reason to permit labor that would otherwise be prohibited on the 
intermediate days of a Festival. Here too, in the case of a garden, 
sprinkling it with water turns a late crop into an early crop, and 
so it is permitted on the intermediate days of a Festival. 


The Sages taught the following baraita: One may sprinkle water 
in a field of grain during the Sabbatical Year," but not on the 
intermediate days of a Festival." 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in another baraita: One may 
sprinkle water in a field of grain both on the intermediate days of 
a Festival and during the Sabbatical Year? Rav Huna said: This 
is not difficult. This baraita that prohibits sprinkling water in a field 
of grain on the intermediate days of a Festival is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov, who prohibits watering 
an entire field. That baraita that permits it is in accordance with the 
more lenient opinion of the Rabbis. 


The field was moist — mayon Mw ANT: Some explain that this 
is referring to a field that was previously watered but has since 
dried up, and the owner will suffer an irretrievable loss if the field 
is not watered again (Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; 
Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). Others understand that this 
refers to a field that is naturally moist and therefore suffices with 
a small amount of water, and watering it does not require sub- 
stantial effort (Rabbeinu Hananel; Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom; 
Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). According to Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan, since the field is moist on its own, 
regarded as having been irrigated prior to the Festival. 


A dry field - 913 TIW: The geonim explain that this is a field one 


NOTES 


What is the reason that the Rabbis permit one to water a dry 
field — ayy INA Pa TIW: This sentence is critical to under- 
standing the entire passage. Rashi understands these words 
to be a continuation of the previous statement, meaning that 
Ravina's opinion is in accordance with that of the Sages. On 
the other hand, Rabbeinu Hananel and the Rif interpret these 
words as a challenge to the previous statement: Just as Rabbi 
Eliezer ben Ya'akov holds that it is prohibited to water a dry field 
because one will thereby cause the crop to ripen earlier, the 
same should be true in the case of a vegetable garden. Accord- 
ing to this explanation, since the Gemara does not respond, 
Ravina's opinion has been rejected. 


he plants are 


intends to sow at some later point and he is watering it now 


in advance. Others understand that this refers to an orchard 


(see Tosafot). 


The Sabbatical Year and the intermediate days of a Festival - 
‘swim myraw: In the Jerusalem Talmud, the differences between 


Garden [tarbitza] — x¥”a1HM: Most commentaries understand 
that a tarbitza is a vegetable garden, which requires only a little 
bit of water for the vegetables to grow. The Ra'avad explains 
similarly that a tarbitza is a garden of ornamental and aromatic 
plants, located in close proximity to a house; since it is shaded 
by the walls of the house it needs little water. The Rid explains 
that it is a field of flax, which must be sprinkled with water 
before being sown. 


the halakhot of the Sabbatical Year and those governing the 
intermediate days of a Festival are explained in two different 
ways. According to one explanation, the difference lies in the 
fact that during the Sabbatical Year there is no general prohibi- 
tion against labor, as it is only agricultural labor that is prohibited. 
According to the other explanation, the differences are due to 
the fact that the Sabbatical Year is a much longer period of time 
and there are tasks that cannot be postponed for an entire year. 
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It is taught in another baraita: One may sprinkle water in a 

white field" on the eve of the Sabbatical Year so that vegetables 

will sprout during the Sabbatical Year; and not only that, but 

one may sprinkle water in a field of grain even during the Sab- 
batical Year itself, so that vegetables will sprout upon the con- 
clusion of the Sabbatical Year. Since sprinkling water is not 

regarded as full-fledged agricultural labor, it is permitted as long 

as the sprinkling and the sprouting of the vegetables do not both 

occur during the Sabbatical Year itself. 


MI S H N A One may trap moles [ishut] 8 and mice in 


an orchard and in a field of grain in his 
usual manner, i.e., as he would trap them all year round, both on 
the intermediate days of a Festival and during the Sabbatical 
Year." But the Rabbis say: In an orchard he may trap them in 
his usual manner, but ina field of grain, where there is no danger 
of substantial financial loss, he may only trap them in a way that 
is not his usual manner." 


And one may seal a breach in the wall of his garden on the 
intermediate days of a Festival, and during the Sabbatical Year 
one may even build a wall in his usual manner, as this is not 
considered an agricultural labor. Consequently, despite the fact 
that this benefits the garden by offering it protection, it is not 


prohibited during the Sabbatical Year. 
The Gemara asks: What is meant by the 


G E MA term ishut? Rav Yehuda said: An ishut is 


a creature that has no eyes, a rodent that digs holes in the ground 
and can cause damage to roots and vegetables. Rava bar Yish- 
mael said, and some say that it was Rav Yeimar bar Shelamya 
who said: What is the verse that indicates the identity of the 
ishut? “As a snail that melts and disappears; like the fall of a 
young mole [eshet] that has not seen the sun” (Psalms 58:9). It 
is understood that this creature has not seen the sun because it 
does not have eyes. 


The Gemara expands upon the halakha recorded in the mishna. 
The Sages taught the following baraita: One may trap moles and 
mice in a field of grain and in an orchard in his usual manner, 
and one may destroy ant holes so that the ants will cause no 
damage. How does one destroy ant holes? Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel says: One brings soil from this ant hole and places it 
in that ant hole, and since the ants from the two nests are not 
familiar with each other, they strangle each other.’ 


Rav Yeimar bar Shelamya said in the name of Abaye: And 
this advice works only in certain circumstances: When the ant 
holes are located on two opposite sides of a river, when there 
is no bridge connecting the two sides, when there is not even a 
plank bridge over the water, and when there is not even a rope 
stretched taut across the river. If there is any connection what- 
soever between the two sides of the river, the ants from the two 
nests are likely to recognize each other and not fight. 


NOTES 


A white field - Ey iw: This term generally denotes a field 
of grain. However, Rashi explains that it is used here in a more 
general sense as a reference to a field that suffices with rain- 
water, similar to a field of grain. 


A mole during the Sabbatical Year — my*awa nwy: Rab- 
beinu Yehonatan explains that even though the process of 
trapping a mole in the ground looks like digging in preparation 
for planting a field, which is a prohibited agricultural labor 


during the Sabbatical Year, the Sages did not issue a decree 
prohibiting one from trapping it (see Tosafot). 


From a field of grain in an unusual manner — aoa mwa 
ia Kow: The Rambam, in his Commentary on the Mishna, 
explains that a mole causes only minor damage in a grain 
field, and the main concern is that the mole will move into an 
orchard. Therefore, in a field of grain one is not permitted to 
trap it in the usual manner. 


BACKGROUND 

Moles [ishut] - mw’: Based on the descriptions in the 
Gemara, the ishut is the rodent referred to in the Torah as 
holed, a member of the genus spalax. The species most com- 
monly found in Eretz Yisrael is the Spalax ehrenbergi, which is 
12-25 cm long with a cylindrical body and gray fur. Its tiny eyes 
are covered with fur and they become atrophied to the point 
that the animal is blind. The mole lives in the ground and 
digs tunnels, forming scattered mounds with the removed 
soil. It eats the roots of plants and can cause serious damage 
to crops. 


Mole 


The destruction of ant holes — obp nin nay: Every nes 
of ants has a particular scent that is affected by the scen 
of the soil and the objects that collect in the nest, includ- 
ing leftover food and deceased ants. Ants excrete a liquid 
with a particular odor from small nodes in their chests. Ants 
from the same nest that are separated for some time do no 
recognize each other as members of the same nest. When 
ants from a distant nest are introduced, they begin to figh 
and kill each other. 


91’ pP: MOED KATAN: PEREKI: 6B 37 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek I 
Daf7 Amuda 


LANGUAGE 


Palm branches [hutza] - xan: This Aramaic term is 
similar to the Hebrew hutz and the Arabic gass, hus. It 
refers to a palm branch, specifically after it has hardened 
and become sharp. 


Bay tree [dafna] — X397: Rashi and others identify the 
dafna with the plant known today as bay, Laurus nobilis. 
The word dafna comes from the Greek name for this 
plant, dapvn, daphne. 


Leans [goheh] — nimia: This term for “leans” is similar 
to the Hebrew gohen, which refers to a person who 
is leaning. 


BACKGROUND 


Trapping a mole - mwg Px: These two methods 
were common in the past. If one wished to trap the 
animal or kill it when it was resting in its burrow, he 
had to locate the tunnel between the mounds that are 
visible on top of the ground, and insert a trap. If one 
killed the mole in the second way, then removing the 
soil beneath the mound, as suggested here, was appar- 
ently done in order to ensure that the mole would not 
escape, and to remove its carcass. 


HALAKHA 


Trapping pests during the intermediate days of a 
Festival - “yina mpya vY: Moles and mice that are 
found in an orchard or in a field of grain near an orchard 
may be trapped in the usual manner on the interme- 
diate days of a Festival. If they are found in a field of 
grain that is not near an orchard, they may be trapped 
in a manner that is different than how they are usu- 
ally trapped. The Rambam rules that in a field of grain 
that is near an orchard, the moles may be trapped in 
an unusual manner, whereas in a field of grain that is 
not near an orchard, they may not be trapped at all, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben 
Elazar as recorded in some versions of the Gemara (Beit 
Yosef). The halakha is that no objection is raised toward 
those who are lenient, as most commentaries accept 
the lenient opinion. However, if possible, the trapping 
should be done by a gentile. In a case of significant loss, 
it may be done by the Jew himself in an unusual manner 
(Kaf HaHayyim; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 537:13). 


Sealing a breach during the intermediate days of a 
Festival — twina nypa WTA: Construction is prohibited 
during the intermediate days of a Festival. If the wall 
separating an individual from his neighbor is breached 
(Rema), or if the fence around one’s garden is breached, 
one may perform simple repairs such as replacing 
stones without cementing them in place, or fencing the 
area with reeds and branches, in accordance with the 
statement of Rav Yosef. If a wall adjacent to the public 
domain falls, it may be rebuilt in the usual manner. If 
the wall is leaning and in danger of collapse, it may 
be demolished and then rebuilt in the usual manner 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 540:1). 
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Up to what distance are the ant holes considered to be adjacent such 
that a river is required in order to separate between them? Up to a 
parasang [parsa]." 


§ We learned in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says:" In an orchard 
one may trap moles and mice in his usual manner, but in a field of 
grain, he may trap them only in a way that is not his usual manner. 
The Sages taught the following baraita: How does one trap in his 
usual manner? He digs a hole in the ground and hangs a trap in it. 
How does one trap ina way that is not his usual manner? He inserts 
a spit’ into the ground where the rodents are suspected of hiding, 


strikes it with a spade, and removes the earth from beneath it® until 
he finds and kills the rodents. 


It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: When 

they said that one may trap moles and mice in a field of grain on the 

intermediate days of a Festival" only in a way that is not his usual 

manner, they spoke only with regard to a field of grain that is adja- 
cent to the city, where the damage is limited to that field and is not 

extensive. But in a field of grain that is adjacent to an orchard, one 

may trap even in his usual manner, lest the moles and mice leave the 

field of grain and destroy the trees in the adjacent orchard, causing 
great damage. 


§ It is taught in the mishna: And one may seal a breach in the wall 
of his garden on the intermediate days of a Festival. The Gemara asks: 
How does one seal such a breach? Rav Yosef said: With palm 
branches [hutza] and the branches of a bay tree [dafna],"' which 
do not create a significant partition, but simply a temporary barrier. 


It was taught in a baraita: One fills in the breach with stone, but he 
does not plaster the stones with clay." Rav Hisda said: They taught 
that he may seal a breach but not build a wall in his usual manner only 
with regard to the wall of a garden, as no significant loss will be suf- 
fered if he delays building until after the Festival. However, with 
regard to the wall of a courtyard, which prevents the entry of strang- 
ers who are likely to steal from him, he may build a wall in his usual 
manner even on the intermediate days of a Festival. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say that the following baraita supports 
Rav Hisda’s statement: With regard to a wall that is leaning [ goheh ]' 
toward the public domain and is likely to fall, one may demolish 
and rebuild it in his usual manner on the intermediate days of a 
Festival, due to the danger" that it poses to passersby. The Gemara 
rejects this opinion: There, the reason is as the baraita explicitly 
teaches, i.e., it is due to the danger that the wall poses to passersby, 
and not due to the protection that it affords the courtyard. 


Up to a parasang [parsa] - 


TD ty: Most commentaries main- 
tain that a river is needed to separate between the two ant holes 


NOTES 


and then he catches it in a trap (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; 
Meiri; Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). 


only when the distance between them is less than a parasang. 


However, if the distance is more than a parasang, no river is nec- 
essary (Rashi manuscript; Riaz; Jalmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; 
however, see Rashi’s second explanation and Tosafot.) 


Rabbi Yehuda says — vai 717 +27: This is a quote from the 
mishna on 6b. The version of the mishna that appears in the Vilna 
Talmud ascribes this quote to the Rabbis rather than to Rabbi 
Yehuda. However, according to the version of the mishna found 
in Tosafot and several other early commentaries, the mishna 
ascribes this statement to Rabbi Yehuda, in accordance with the 


Gemara here. 


He inserts a spit — Taw yyid: Some commentaries explain that he 
pierces the ground with a spit repeatedly until the mole emerges, 


Bay tree — 257: Rav Hai Gaon explains that a hutza is a fence 
of reeds, while dafna refers to the poles that hold up this fence. 
According to this, dafna is derived from the word dofen, meaning 
wall (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel of Lunel; Nimmukei Yosef; 
Ran). 


Due to the danger - m3397 "2919: Some understand that initially, 
the danger was thought to mean danger of theft. Consequently, 
no distinction was drawn between the wall of a courtyard and a 
wall abutting the public domain, as this consideration applies to 
both. Subsequently, the Gemara understood the danger to be 
referring to the physical danger of the wall collapsing (Talmid 
Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 
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And some say that this baraita was cited not to support Rav 
Hisda’s opinion but in order to refute it, as follows: Come and 
hear that which is taught in a baraita: With regard to a wall that 
is leaning toward the public domain and is likely to fall, one 
may demolish and rebuild it in his usual manner, due to the 
danger that it poses to passersby. The Gemara explains: The 
baraita indicates that if the need to build the wall is due to the 
danger that it poses, yes, he is permitted to rebuild the wall, but 
if the reason is not due to the danger, no, he is not permitted to 
do so. Shall we say that this is a conclusive refutation of the 
opinion of Rav Hisda, who says that one may build the wall of 
his courtyard in his usual manner, even if no danger is present? 


The Gemara answers: Rav Hisda could have said to you: There, 
in the case where the existing wall poses a danger, he is even per- 
mitted to demolish the wall and build it from scratch. Here, in the 
case of an ordinary wall enclosing a courtyard, he is permitted to 
build the breached wall in the usual manner, but not to demolish 
it. 


The Gemara asks: There too, in the case of the leaning wall, let 
us say that he is permitted to demolish it and thereby remove 
the danger, but not to rebuild it until after the Festival. The 
Gemara answers: If so, he might refrain even from demolishing 
it, as demolishing the wall would leave his courtyard unprotected. 
Therefore, to eliminate the danger posed by the leaning wall, he is 
permitted not only to demolish it, but to rebuild it as well. 


Rav Ashi said: The wording of the mishna is also precise and 
indicates that it is referring to the wall of a garden, as understood 
by Rav Hisda, as it teaches: During the Sabbatical Year one may 
even build in his usual manner." 


The Gemara clarifies: Where is the wall to which the mishna refers? 
If we say that the mishna is referring to the wall of a courtyard, 
need it be said that it may be built during the Sabbatical Year? 
Only agricultural labors are prohibited during the Sabbatical Year, 
but construction is permitted. Rather, is it not referring to the wall 
ofa garden, and it was necessary to state that this wall may be built 
during the Sabbatical Year to indicate that even though he appears 
as one who is building a protection for his produce," he is 
nevertheless permitted to do so. This proves that the mishna’s 
discussion pertains to building the wall of a garden. The Gemara 
concludes: Learn from this that Rav Hisda’s interpretation is 
indeed the correct understanding of the mishna. 


MI S HN A When symptoms of leprosy appear, they 


must be examined by a priest, who deter- 
mines whether or not the symptoms qualify as leprosy. Rabbi 
Meir says: A priest’ may initially examine an individual showing 
symptoms of leprosy on the intermediate days of a Festival" 
in order to be lenient, i.e., he may pronounce the individual to 
be free of leprosy, but not in order to be stringent; he may not 
pronounce the individual to be impure. The individual does not 
become ritually impure until the priest pronounces him to have 
leprosy, and therefore the priest may remain silent and thereby 
prevent causing the afflicted individual distress during the Festival. 
And the Rabbis say: The priest may not examine the symptoms 
in order to be lenient or in order to be stringent.’ 


HALAKHA 


Examining symptoms of leprosy during the intermediate 
days of a Festival — yina Dy m7: Leprous symptoms 
may not be examined during a Festival, lest an individual be 
found to be ritually impure and his celebration of the Festival 


turn into mourning. This applies even to an individual at the 
end of his first period of quarantine, contrary to the opinion 
of Rava (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 7:16, and 
Maggid Mishne there). 


NOTES 


During the Sabbatical Year one may even build in his 
usual manner — i3173 mja mwawa: The Meiri cites tractate 
Shevi'it of the Jerusalem Talmud, where a distinction is drawn 
between the wall of a courtyard facing the public domain and 
a wall between two neighbors, which may not be built even 
during the Sabbatical Year. 


Protection for his produce - Bey xmo: This could have 
been prohibited for two reasons: First, an action performed 
in order to protect one’s produce is considered an agricultural 
labor and is consequently prohibited during the Sabbatical 
Year. Additionally, by guarding one's produce, one transgresses 
the mitzva to leave the produce ownerless and available for 
all. The reason it is permitted to build the wall is that he can 
leave the doors open (Rashi manuscript; Rabbeinu Yehonatan 
of Lunel). 


The role of the priest in determining the ritual impurity 
of leprosy — DY} Nx ja: Leprosy is unique among 
ritual impurities in that the ritual purity is dependent not only 
upon specific symptoms, but also upon the determination of 
a priest. If an individual, a garment, or a house, which are all 
subject to leprosy, are stricken with leprous symptoms, they 
are not ritually impure until a priest determines this to be 
so. Moreover, a leper does not regain his ritual purity until a 
priest declares that he is pure. Even an exceedingly learned 
Sage may not declare ritual purity and impurity; rather, he 
must inform a priest who pronounces the individual to be 
either ritually pure or impure. As no one nowadays has reliable 
genealogical proof of his priesthood, the halakhot of leprosy 
are no longer applicable (Minhat Hinnukh 169). 


A symptom of leprosy — nyag y3): The primary halakhot 
of leprosy are spelled out in the Torah (Leviticus, chapters 
13-14) and in tractate Nega’im. If an individual finds a white 
spot on his skin he must appear before a priest, who is autho- 
rized to determine the status of the spot. He may declare 
the individual to be pure or to be a confirmed leper, or he 
may quarantine him for seven days and then examine him 
further. If he is quarantined, the individual is ritually impure 
and most of the laws that apply to a confirmed leper apply 
to him. After this initial quarantine the priest inspects the 
individual a second time; if there has been no change, he 
is quarantined for an additional seven days. If after this time 
there still has been no change in the symptoms, the individual 
is declared to be pure. However, if the leprous symptoms 
have increased or spread after either quarantine period, the 
priest declares the individual a confirmed leper. When the 
symptoms of leprosy eventually recede, the individual again 
appears before the priest; if the priest determines that he 
has indeed been cured, the leper counts seven days before 
bringing various purification offerings. Although the primary 
principles of leprosy are well explained, there are several issues 
that are not discussed in the Talmud, and are subject to dis- 
pute between the medieval commentaries. Their differences 
of opinion on these matters impact upon their interpretations 
of the Gemara's discussion here. 


Not to be lenient or to be stringent - vant) xh) bond x»: 
Most commentaries explain that the dispute between Rabbi 
Meir and the Rabbis hinges upon the question of whether a 
priest is permitted to remain silent even after examining the 
leprous symptoms, or if he must declare the individual ritually 
pure or impure. The Ran explains that according to the Rabbis, 
the priest's silence is irrelevant to the case under discussion; 
even if he does not explicitly pronounce the individual to 
be ritually impure, since it is clear from his silence that the 
symptoms do constitute leprosy, he causes the individual 
distress on the Festival. 
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NOTES 


His first week of quarantine — {iw p7: Tosafot 
ask: Why does the priest examine a leper after the first 
quarantine on the intermediate days of a Festival when 
it is certainly possible that the leprous symptoms will 
have spread and the priest will be forced to declare the 
individual a confirmed leper? Josafot answer that since 
at the end of the first quarantine the priest may extend 
the quarantine for an additional week, even Rabbi Yosei, 
who derives from the phrase: “to pronounce it pure or to 
pronounce it impure” (Leviticus 13:59), that the priest is 
generally not permitted to be silent, agrees that in this 
case, the priest may remain silent. The Meiri explains that 
signs of confirmed leprosy are usually not found at the end 
of the first quarantine, and therefore the possibility that 
this may occur is not taken into consideration. The Divrei 
David similarly explains that the symptom may disappear, 
and even if it does not, it may remain as it was; since the 
likelihood is that the symptom will not have spread, the 
priest examines the leper. 
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NOTES 


The statement of Rabbi Yosei appears correct with 
regard to a confirmed leper - vbmina SDH DTI PRY: 
The interpretation of this passage depends upon some 
halakhot pertaining to a leper's quarantine that are not 
entirely clear. Some commentaries hold that a quarantined 
leper is forbidden to engage in conjugal relations and is 
expelled from the Israelite camp (Tosafot; Rashi manu- 
script). According to this opinion, Rabbi Meir’s statement 
is more convincing because no additional stringency is 
added with regard to his relationship with his wife or with 
the world at large when he is declared a confirmed leper. 
There are, however, those who hold that a quarantined 
leper is permitted to engage in conjugal relations or that 
he is not expelled from the Israelite camp (Rashi; see 
Tosefot HaRosh and Ritva). According to these opinions, 
the status of a confirmed leper is significantly more severe 
than that of a quarantined leper. 
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G E M ARA It is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Meir says: 


A priest may examine an individual show- 
ing symptoms of leprosy on the intermediate days of a Festival 
in order to be lenient, but notin order to be stringent. Rabbi Yosei 
says: The priest may not examine the symptoms to be lenient or 
to be stringent. The reasoning behind Rabbi Yosei’s opinion is that 
if you attend to the individual with the symptoms of leprosy to be 
lenient, you must attend to him even to be stringent. If the priest 
sees that the symptom is in fact leprosy, he must declare the affected 
person ritually impure rather than remain silent. Consequently, in 
order to avoid declaring that he has leprosy on the Festival, the 
priest should not examine him at all. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: The statement of Rabbi Meir appears 
to be correct with regard to the case of a quarantined leper. In this 
case, the priest may reexamine him at the end of the week even on 
the intermediate days of a Festival, because if he declares the indi- 
vidual to be pure, he will cause him to rejoice, and ifhe declares that 
the individual must be quarantined for another week, his situation 
is no worse than it was previously. On the other hand, the statement 
of Rabbi Yosei appears to be correct with regard to the case of a 
confirmed leper, one who has already been declared conclusively 
impure by a priest. The Gemara (7b) will explain the reason for this 
statement. 


Rava said: With regard to an individual with symptoms of leprosy 
who is still ritually pure, i.e., who has not yet been examined by a 
priest, everyone agrees that the priest does not examine him, as 
his status can only worsen due to the examination. With regard to 
a suspected leper who is in his first week of quarantine," everyone 
agrees that the priest examines him, as the priest may declare him 
pure if his symptoms have subsided, and even if his symptoms 
remained as they were, he will simply be quarantined for another 
week. When they disagree 


it is with regard to a suspected leper who is already in his second 
week of quarantine. One Sage, Rabbi Meir, holds that the matter 
depends upon the discretion of the priest; if he is found ritually 
pure, the priest declares him pure, and if he is found ritually 
impure, the priest can remain silent. As long as the priest does not 
declare the affected individual ritually impure, he does not become 
impure. And one Sage, Rabbi Yosei, holds that since it is written: 
“This is the law of the plague of leprosy... to pronounce it pure or 
to pronounce it impure” (Leviticus 13:59), the priest is not permit- 
ted to be silent; just as he is obligated to declare him pure when that 
is the case, so too, he is bound to declare him impure when his 
symptoms indicate impurity. 


The Gemara proceeds to analyze the baraita. The Master said 

that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: The statement of Rabbi Yosei 

appears correct with regard to a confirmed leper,” and the state- 
ment of Rabbi Meir appears correct with regard to a quarantined 

leper. The Gemara raises an objection: But isn’t the opposite 

taught in a different baraita, namely, that Rabbi Yosei’s statement 
appears correct with regard to the case of a quarantined leper, while 

Rabbi Meir’s statement appears correct with regard to the case ofa 

confirmed leper? 
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The Gemara answers: This is a dispute between tanna’im in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. One Sage, the 
author of the latter baraita, holds that the company of the world 
at large is preferable to the leper. Consequently, the priest may 
examine a confirmed leper during the Festival because the priest 
will either decide that the leper’s symptoms are still present, in 
which case the leper’s situation will be no worse than before, or the 
priest will declare that his symptoms have subsided, in which case 
the leper may reenter the community, which will bring him joy. 


And one Sage, the author of the baraita (7a), holds that the com- 
pany of his wife is preferable to the leper. Consequently, the priest 
may not examine a confirmed leper on the Festival, because if he 
declares that his symptoms have subsided, the leper will begin his 
seven day purification process, during which time he is prohibited 
from engaging in conjugal relations with his wife. Due to the distress 
that this causes him, it is preferable that the priest not examine him 
at all during the Festival. 


The Gemara asks: Is this to say that a confirmed leper is permitted 
to engage in conjugal relations with his wife? The Gemara answers: 
Yes, and so too it is taught in a baraita: With regard to a leper who 
is counting his seven days, it is written: “But he shall remain out- 
side his tent seven days” (Leviticus 14:8). This verse teaches that 
the leper is prohibited from engaging in conjugal relations, as the 
words his tent refer only to his wife, as it is stated: “Go, say to 
them: Return again to your tents” (Deuteronomy 5:27)." Rabbi 
Yehuda says: The verse states: “And after he is cleansed, they shall 
count for him seven days” (Ezekiel 44:26)," indicating that he is 
prohibited from having conjugal relations during the days of his 
counting, but not during the days of his confirmed leprosy." 


Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: Since the verse indicates 
that the prohibition to engage in conjugal relations applies during 
the seven days of his counting before becoming ritually pure, it 
follows based on an a fortiori inference that the prohibition should 
also apply during the days of his confirmed leprosy, when his 
impurity is more severe. 


And Rabbi Hiyya said: I deliberated this matter before Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi’ and said: Have you not taught us, our teacher, that 
King Jotham was only born to Uzziah," the king of Judah, during 
the days of his confirmed leprosy? This would indicate that a con- 
firmed leper is permitted to engage in conjugal relations. Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi said to him: I too said this; I am also of the opinion 
that a confirmed leper is permitted to engage in conjugal relations, 
in contrast to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to what principle do they disagree? 
The Gemara explains that Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, 
holds: The Merciful One revealed the prohibition of conjugal 
relations with one’s wife during the days of his counting; and 
all the more so the prohibition applies during his days of con- 
firmed leprosy, when his ritual impurity is more severe. And one 
Sage, Rabbi Yehuda, maintains: That which the verse revealed, it 
revealed, but that which it did not reveal, it did not reveal; the 
prohibition is not interpreted in a way that adds an extra stringency 
beyond what is stated explicitly in the Torah. 


§ The Gemara returns to the original dispute with regard to the 
priest’s examination of the symptoms of leprosy. Is this to say that 
the matter depends upon the discretion of the priest, i.e., the priest 
can decide whether to declare the affected person ritually pure or 
impure or whether to examine the leprous symptoms or not? The 
Gemara answers: Yes, and so too it is taught in a baraita: The verse 
states: “But on the day it appears in him” (Leviticus 13:14), from 
which it may be inferred that there is a day when you examine 
the symptoms found in him and there is a day when you do not 
examine those symptoms. 
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NOTES 


As it is stated...Return again to your tents - 
payor) o3 aw... wagaw: The proof is from the fact 
that prior to the giving of the Torah, the people were 
told: “Prepare yourselves for the third day; do not 
approach a woman” (Exodus 19:15). After the giving 
of the Torah, this prohibition was lifted with the words: 
Return again to your tents (Rashi manuscript; Talmid 
Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


They shall count for him seven days - on nyaw 
b 139p: The commentaries write that it was unneces- 
sary to cite this verse as the matter could have been 
derived from the verse in Leviticus. This verse is cited 
here only because it is mentioned later in the tractate 
(15b) with regard to another topic (Rashi manuscript; 
see Tosafot). 


Jotham was only born to Uzziah - b ma x on 
mony: The biblical proofs for Rabbi Hiyya’s statement 
are discussed at length by Josafot, the Sheʻiltot, and 
many other commentaries. The primary difficulty 
ies in the fact that there is no clear record as to the 
year in Uzziah's reign when he became a leper, and 
he date can be determined only indirectly. This is 
further complicated by the fact that several verses 
concerning the dates of various kings of Judah and 
srael cannot be easily reconciled (see II Kings 15:1, 8, 
30; | Chronicles 5:11). 

Some of the contradictions can be resolved with 
he assumption that Uzziah was considered the king 
even while afflicted with leprosy, yet it was his son, 
Jotham, who actually ruled during this period. Most 
commentaries understand that Uzziah became a 
eper in the twenty-seventh year of his fifty-two- 
year reign, and therefore it stands to reason that his 
son Jotham, who was twenty-five when he officially 
ascended to the throne, was conceived when Uzziah 
was already a leper. In accordance with Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda, it may be suggested that Uzziah 
was stricken with leprosy at the end of the twenty- 
seventh year of his reign, and Jotham was conceived 
shortly before then (Tosafot). 


HALAKHA 


The halakha of a leper with regard to conjugal rela- 
tions — Meat WNA priv: A leper is permitted to 
engage in conjugal relations, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, as Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
and Rabbi Hiyya agree with his opinion (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 10:6, and Kesef 
Mishne there). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi - wat mm +27: Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi closed the period of the tanna'im 
with his arrangement of the Mishna. The son of Rab- 
ban Shimon ben Gamliel 1, he lived from 135-220 CE. 
When he was thirty years old he was appointed Nasi, 
or prince, and his great scholarship led him to be 
referred to in the Talmud simply as Rabbi. Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi spoke Greek, which was the language 
spoken by the elite in Eretz Yisrael, and he was friendly 
with the Roman Emperor, Antonius. His knowledge of 
Hebrew was legendary, to the extent that the Sages 
learned the meaning of difficult words by overhearing 
the speech of servants who worked in his house. 

According to the Gemara (Gittin 59a), from the 
time of Moses until Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, Torah schol- 
arship and prominent leadership were not found in 
a single individual. His life's work was the collection 
of oral traditions and opinions that he wove into the 
Mishna, which serves as the basis for the Talmud that 
is studied to this day. 

His students were the Sages of the first generation 
of amora’‘im, including Rabbi Yohanan, Rabbi Hiyya, 
Rav, and bar Kappara. 
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HALAKHA 


A bridegroom upon whom leprous symptoms came into 
being - y3 ia iw in: A bridegroom upon whom lep- 
rous symptoms have appeared is given all seven days of his 
wedding feast before he must be examined by a priest. The 
same halakha applies if leprous symptoms appeared on his 
clothes or house. Similarly, based on an a fortiori inference, 
one is given all seven days of a Festival in a case of leprosy 
of houses, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 9:8; see 
Mishne LaMelekh). 


NOTES 


The interpretation of the meaning of the verses — mynwn 
pwr: This expression may be understood to mean that 
there is actually no halakhic difference between these two 
opinions, but only a difference in explaining the verses. It 
seems, however, that a difference with regard to the source 
of the halakha affects other exegetical interpretations of the 
verses in question, so that while there may be no halakhic 
difference in this case, there could conceivably be a halakhic 
difference in other cases whose halakhot are derived from 
these verses. 


A novelty — wyr: Many halakhot are derived by way of 
analogies, which apply exegetical inferences from the details 
of a particular case to other similar cases. However, when the 
detail is unique and has particular elements that set it apart 
from other areas, it is considered a novelty, which cannot be 
extended to other cases. 


Perek I 
Daf8 Amuda 
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From here they stated: With regard to a bridegroom upon whom 

leprous symptoms came into being," we give him the seven 

days of the wedding feast before the examination that determines 

ritual purity or impurity. This ruling applies whether the leprous 

symptoms appeared upon him, upon his house, or upon his cloth- 
ing. Similarly, if the symptoms of leprosy appeared upon an indi- 
vidual during a pilgrimage Festival, we give him the seven days 

of the Festival in order to avoid causing him distress during that 

time; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says: The ruling is correct, but there is no 
need to prove it from this verse, as a much simpler proof can be 
brought from a different source. It says: “Then the priest shall 
command that they empty the house before the priest goes 
into it to see the plague, so that all that is in the house be not 
made unclean” (Leviticus 14:36). If we delay the priest’s examina- 
tion of the house in order to give the owner time to remove his 
utensils and prevent them from contracting ritual impurity, which 
is merely an optional matter, all the more so should we delay his 
examination for a matter of mitzva, e.g., so as not to detract from 
the bridegroom's joy or from the joy of a Festival. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between them, 
whether the source of the halakha is one verse or another? Abaye 
said: There is no practical difference between the opinions; rather, 
the interpretation of the meaning of the verses" is the difference 
between them, as each has a different interpretation of the 
verse from which the other derived this halakha. And Rava said: 
There is in fact a practical difference between them with regard to 
whether or not one delays the examination of leprous symptoms 
found on an individual’s body for an optional matter. Rabbi 
Yehuda holds that one delays the examination only for the sake of 
a mitzva, while Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi holds that one may delay 
it even for the sake of an optional matter. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, 
why is it not permitted to delay the priest’s examination of leprous 
symptoms on an individual’s body for an optional matter, just as 
with regard to leprous symptoms on one’s house? The Gemara 
answers: We do not learn a halakhic principle from there because 
the halakha of leprosy of houses is itself a novelty," a unique biblical 
law from which one cannot extrapolate to other cases. 


The Gemara explains that the halakha of leprous symptoms on a 
house constitutes a novelty, as by Torah law, wood and stones are 
generally not susceptible to ritual impurity, yet here in the case 
of house leprosy they are susceptible to ritual impurity. 


And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said: It was necessary for the Torah to 
state both verses: “But on the day it appears in him” (Leviticus 
13:14), as well as: “Then the priest shall command that they empty 
the house” (Leviticus 14:36). As, if the Merciful One had written 
only: “But on the day it appears in him,’ I would have said that 
for a matter of mitzva, yes, one may delay the priest’s examination 
of the leprous symptoms, but for an optional matter, no, one may 
not, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. Therefore 
the Merciful One wrote: “Then the priest shall command,’ in 
order to teach that one may delay his examination even for an 
optional matter. 
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And conversely, if the Merciful One had written only: “Then 
the priest shall command,” I would have said that for these 
utensils that are found in the house, yes, one may delay the 
priest’s examination, as this is not a case of impurity of the 
individual’s body" but only that of his possessions; but in a 
case of impurity of the individual’s body, I would say that the 
priest must examine it immediately. Therefore, it is necessary 
for the Torah to state that even in this case, one may delay his 
examination. 


§ The Gemara proceeds to analyze the aforementioned baraita. 
The Master said that as the verse states: “But on the day it 
appears in him,” it may be inferred that there is a day when 
you examine the symptoms found in him and there is a day 
when you do not examine those symptoms. 


The Gemara asks: From where in this verse may it be inferred? 
Abaye said: If it were so that the priest must always examine the 
symptoms immediately, the Merciful One should have written 
simply: On the day it appears in him. What is implied by the 
actual formulation of the verse: “But on the day”? Learn from 
here, i.e., from the seemingly superfluous word “but” at the 
beginning of the phrase, that this is not an absolute halakha, but 
a conditional one, depending upon other factors: There is a day 
when you examine the leprous symptoms found in him and 
there is a day when you do not examine those symptoms. 


Rava offered a different explanation and said: The entire phrase 

“but on the day,’ is superfluous. As, if it were so that the priest 
must always examine the symptoms immediately, the Merciful 
One should have written simply: And when it appears. What 
is the meaning of the additional words “but on the day”? Learn 
from here that the issue is dependent upon other factors, as 
there is a day when you examine the symptoms of leprosy in 
him and there is a day when you do not examine them. 


The Gemara explains: And according to Abaye, who derives the 
halakha from the word “but,’ why does the verse include the 
phrase “on the day”? That phrase is necessary in order to teach 
that the priest examines the symptoms of leprosy only during 
the day, but not at night." 


The Gemara asks: And from where does Rava derive the 
halakha that the examination is performed during the day but 
not at night? The Gemara answers: He derives it from the verse: 
“As far as the priest’s eyes can see” (Leviticus 13:12), which 
indicates that the priest must be able to carry out a careful exami- 
nation of the leprous symptoms; this cannot be done at night, 
when his vision is limited. And Abaye could say that this verse 
is necessary to exclude a priest who is blind in one eye" from 
inspecting symptoms of leprosy, as it says “eyes,” in the plural. 


The Gemara asks: But Rava also requires this verse to teach this 
halakha, i.e., that a priest who is blind in one eye is unfit to 
examine symptoms of leprosy. The Gemara answers: Yes, it is 
indeed so; he agrees that this verse is the source of the halakha 
concerning a priest who is blind in one eye, and it is not the 
source of the halakha that the priest may only view leprous 
symptoms by day. 


If so, from where does Rava derive the halakha that a priest 
examines leprous symptoms during the day but not at night? 
The Gemara answers: He derives it from the verse that quotes 
a homeowner saying to a priest: “There seems to me as it were 
a plague in the house” (Leviticus 14:35), which emphasizes that 
the leprous symptom is seen by me, and not by way of my light, 
i.e., that this takes place during the day. When the next verse 
states that the priest comes to view the leprous symptom, it 
means that this also takes place by day. 


NOTES 
Impurity of the individual's body — may3 Array: Rashi seems 
to distinguish between ritual impurity in general and ritual 
impurity due to leprosy of houses, which is a novelty. The Jalmid 
Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris distinguishes between ritual impurity 
originating from one’s body and ritual impurity that is contracted 
from external sources (see Tal Hayyim). 


HALAKHA 
Examining leprous symptoms during the day — D932 mN 
Dia: Leprous symptoms may be examined only during the 
day, whether to determine if the leper should be quarantined, 
declared a confirmed leper, or declared pure (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 9:6). 


A blind priest — x2 ja: A priest who is blind in one eye 
or whose eyesight has grown dim is unfit to examine leprous 
symptoms (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Izara‘at 9:5). 
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The joy of gathering bones - ninyy vip nmaw: Rashi 
explains that the individual is happy because he has merited 
burying his parents’ bones in their ancestral burial plots. It is 
explained in the Jerusalem Talmud that his joy stems from 
he fact that once the flesh of the deceased has decomposed, 
his transgressions have been forgiven. The Ra‘avya suggests 
hat he is happy because worms are no longer consuming 
his parents’ flesh. 


It is a source of mourning for him - bT bax: Most com- 
mentaries understand that it is a sad occasion for him because 
he sees his parents’skeletons, but Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel 
explains that the source of his distress is that when he sees the 
skeletons he is reminded of death. 


A person may not arouse [yeorer] lamentation — 1y’? x»: 
The commentaries differ in their explanations of the difference 
between this phrase and the next. It is explained in the Jeru- 
salem Talmud that eulogizing refers to a eulogy in memory of 
that individual, whereas arousing lamentation occurs when the 
deceased individual is mentioned during a eulogy for someone 
else. The Sefer Hashlama suggests that arousing lamentation 
refers to eulogizing a great deal during the period of mourning. 
Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris explains that it refers to memorial 
services that were held on the seventh or thirtieth day of the 
mourning period. Alternatively, it refers to the eulogizer pass- 
ing among the relatives of the deceased and urging them to 
participate in the eulogy. 


Even where he had them bundled up in his sheet — Sox 
jytoa py: Some commentaries explain that Rav Hisda 
means to say that one who gathers the bones of his father or 
mother must mourn for them even if the bones were bundled 
up in a sheet and not visible to him (Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola). Others say that whenever he unties the sheet he 
is obligated to mourn for them (Commentary on Moed Katan). 
Still others say that he means that he does not mourn for them 
in the evening, even if the bones are bundled in a sheet and 
have not yet been reinterred (Jalmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; 
Tosafot; Rambam; Rosh). 


LANGUAGE 


Arouse [yeorer] lamentation — 1iy%: This seems to be 
a unique usage of the verb or, in the sense of raising one’s 
voice in sorrow and weeping, used specifically with regard 
to eulogies. The commentaries have noted the connection to 
the verse: “Those who are ready to arouse [orer] the leviathan” 
(Job 3:8). 
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And why does Abaye require the proof that he adduces when 
it would seem that the verse that Rava brings offers sufficient 
proof? The Gemara explains: According to Abaye, if the source 
was derived from there, I would have said that this halakha, that 
one must wait until the light of day to examine the symptom, 
applies only to leprous symptoms on a house, which is an impu- 
rity that is not related to the individual's body. However, in a case 
of impurity of the individual’s body, perhaps the priest may 
conduct his examination even by artificial light, as it is a more 
severe impurity. Therefore the verse teaches us: “But on the day,” 
to indicate that even in the case of impurity of the body the priest 
may perform the examination only during the day by natural 


sunlight, and not by any artificial light. 
MI S HN A Rabbi Meir also stated another leniency 
concerning the halakhot of the intermedi- 
ate days ofa Festival: A person may gather the bones of his father 
and mother from their temporary graves on the intermediate days 
of a Festival. In ancient times, it was customary to first bury a 
corpse in a temporary grave. After the flesh had decomposed, the 
bones would be collected, placed in a coffin, and buried in a vault 
together with the bones of the deceased individual's ancestors. This 
is permitted on the intermediate days of a Festival because the fact 
that one merited to bring the bones of his deceased parents to the 
graves of their ancestors is a source of joy for him." 


Rabbi Yosei says: One does not gather these bones on the inter- 
mediate days of a Festival, because it is a source of mourning for 
him.™" Even though he is happy to be able to bury his parents’ 
bones in their ancestral graves, he is still pained by the memory of 
their death. 


And all agree that a person may not arouse [ye’orer] lamentation"! 
for his deceased relative, and he may not eulogize him during the 


thirty days before a pilgrimage Festival." 
The Gemara raises a contradiction to 


GE MA Rabbi Meir’s opinion that gathering the 


bones of one’s parents is considered an occasion of joy, based on 
what is taught in a baraita: One who gathers the bones of his 
father or his mother mourns for them the entire day, but he does 
not mourn for them in the evening." And Rav Hisda said: And 
even in a case where he does not gather the bones from a tempo- 
rary grave, but where he had them bundled up in his sheet," when 
he buries them he mourns for them all day. This indicates that 
gathering one’s parents’ bones is an occasion of mourning rather 
than joy. 


HALAKHA 


Gathering bones during a Festival - yina ninyy vip: 
One may not gather his parents’ bones during a Festival, and 
certainly not the bones of other relatives, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, whose opinion is accepted as 
halakha when he disagrees with a colleague (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 403:4). 


Eulogy before a Festival - yian otip 1207: During the thirty 
days before a Festival one may not eulogize an individual who 
died prior to this period. It is permitted to eulogize someone 
who died within this thirty-day period (Jerusalem Talmud); 
however, one may not eulogize another individual who died 
prior to this period along with the individual who died during 
this period. In the case of a Torah scholar who died before 
this time period, there are some who prohibit eulogizing 
him within thirty days of the Festival and some who permit 
it (Mishna Berura, citing Peri Megadim). With regard to this 
halakha, Rosh HaShana and Yom Kippur are not considered 
Festivals (Pithei Teshuva), and it is permitted to eulogize during 


the entire month of Elul (Ramban, citing Rav Nissim Gaon). 


Everything stated above is according to the majority of the 
halakhic authorities, who rule in accordance with the opinion 
of Shmuel (Rambam; Ra'avad; Smag; Rosh; Ritva). However, 
some rule in accordance with the opinion of Rav, as is the 
general policy in the area of ritual law (Rabbi Yitzhak ibn Giat; 
Tosafot; Ramban), and maintain that whereas it is prohibited 
to pay for a eulogizer within thirty days of a Festival, it is per- 
mitted to eulogize without pay. According to this opinion, it 
makes no difference whether the individual being eulogized 
died before or during this time period. The Shulhan Arukh rules 
in accordance with the opinion of Shmuel (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 547:3; Yoreh De'a 347:1). 


Mourning when gathering bones - ninyy vipa mbax: 
One who gathers the bones of his parents must observe all 
the rites of mourning for the entire day, but he does not mourn 
for them in the evening, even if the bones are still bundled in a 
sheet, in accordance with the statement of Rav Hisda (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 403:1). 
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Abaye said: Say that Rabbi Meir means that collecting and rein- 
terring the bones of one’s parents is permitted on the intermediate 
days of a Festival, not because it causes one joy, but rather because 
the joy of the pilgrimage Festival is upon him." The pain of 
gathering the bones of his parents is overpowered by the joy of 
the Festival. 


§ It is taught in the mishna: One may not arouse lamentation for 
his deceased relative during the thirty days before a Festival. The 
Gemara asks: What is meant by: One may not arouse lamenta- 
tion for his deceased relative? Rav said: In the West,® Eretz 
Yisrael, whenever a professional eulogizer would circulate and 
ply his trade, they would say: Let all those of bitter heart weep 
with him." When they would say this, all those who had recently 
suffered losses would recall their pain and lament their losses. 


It is taught in the mishna that one may not arouse lamentation or 
eulogize his relative for thirty days before a pilgrimage Festival." 
The Gemara asks: What is different about thirty days, that it is 
prohibited for one to lament the dead for specifically that amount 
of time before the Festival? 


Rav Kahana said that Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: There was 
an incident involving a certain man who saved up money to 
ascend to Jerusalem for the pilgrimage Festival. A professional 
eulogizer came and stood at the opening to his house and the 
man’s wife took the money that he had saved and gave it to the 
eulogizer for his services. As a result, the man did not have enough 
money and he refrained and did not ascend to Jerusalem for the 
Festival. At that time, they said: One may not arouse lamenta- 
tion for his deceased relative, nor may he eulogize him during 
the thirty days before a pilgrimage Festival. 


And Shmuel said: 


It is because the dead is not forgotten from the heart and put 
out of mind for thirty days, and therefore, when one laments the 
loss of a deceased relative within thirty days before a Festival, the 
pain is still remembered on the Festival. The Gemara asks: What 
is the practical difference between the two reasons? The practical 
difference between them is in a case where the eulogizer per- 
forms the eulogy free of charge." In that case there is no worry 
that money that had been set aside for the Festival will be spent, 
but there is still room for concern about the lingering pain that 
will be felt on the Festival. 


NOTES 


The practical difference between them is in a case where the 
eulogizer performs the eulogy free of charge - 112 KDN 
Dana vayy: The commentaries discuss other possible distinc- 
tions between the opinions of Rav and Shmuel. Rabbi Yitzhak 
ibn Giat writes that according to Rav, since the concern is that 
one might not be able to travel to Jerusalem for the Festival, this 
halakha does not apply in the absence of the Temple. The Ram- 
ban, however, disagrees, and writes that Rav's concern applies 


to funds set aside for all of the Festival needs and not just the 
pilgrimage to Jerusalem. Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel notes an 
additional distinction between the opinions: According to the 
opinion of Shmuel, that the reason is that one will be distressed 
during the Festival due to one’s memory of the recent loss, this 
halakha does not apply if one’s relative dies during the thirty day 
period preceding the Festival, as he will not be forgotten by the 
Festival in any event. 


NOTES 


Because the joy of the pilgrimage Festival is upon him -— 
voy oan Mmaww 919: Rashi explains that the joy of the 
Festival overpowers his pain. Alternatively, many com- 
mentaries understand that since one does not observe the 
general customs of mourning on the intermediate days of 
a Festival, the mourning that is associated with reinterring 
the bones will not overpower the joy of the Festival (Rid; 
Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel; Meiri). According to this 
approach, Rabbi Yosei’s reasoning is that even though one 
does not observe the customs of mourning during the 
Festival, he still feels pain in his heart, and it is prohibited 
to cause oneself pain during a Festival. 


Let all those of bitter heart weep with him — may paa’ 
xD) i) bp: Some explain that the eulogizer would recite 
these words in his eulogy and in this way he would arouse 
the mourners to recall their grief. Others, among them the 
Ritva, suggest that the eulogizer would say these words 
when inviting people to come hear a eulogy, or else that 
he would say this to advertise his expertise and encourage 
mourners to hire him (Ran). 


Thirty days before a pilgrimage Festival - oon otip 
oY ow: This period was chosen because thirty days 
before a Festival one begins to expound the halakhot of 
that Festival. Consequently, people are reminded of the 
upcoming Festival and begin to prepare their finances for 
the expenses of the Festival (Rashi manuscript; Rashba; 
Ritva). 


BACKGROUND 


The West - awn: In the Babylonian Talmud, Eretz Yisrael 
is referred to as: The West, since it is southwest of Babylonia. 
In later periods, the customs in Eretz Yisrael were referred 
to as western ones, as opposed to the eastern customs 
of Babylonia. 
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BACKGROUND 
Crypts — 313: 


Ancient burial cave with crypts in Beit She'arim 


A pond and a small pond - xg 131 x: The Arukh 
explains that the pond refers to a laundry pond that is dug 
in the ground, and there is a smaller pond connected to it, 
into which goes the overflow from the larger pond. 


HALAKHA 

Digging graves on the intermediate days of a Festi- 
val — yia Dp NAN: One may not dig a crypt or build 

a grave on the intermediate days of a Festival to prepare 

for the possibility that a corpse may need to be buried. 
However, if there is a corpse that actually needs to be buried, 
one may dig a grave for it (Tur). Adjusting the dimensions of 
a grave or crypt by making it shorter or longer is permitted 

on the intermediate days of a Festival (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 

Hayyim 547:11). 


A laundry pond - 73733: A laundry pond may be con- 
structed on the intermediate days of a Festival (Rambam 
Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 8:4). 
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One may not dig crypts® or graves on the 
MISHNA A i 


intermediate days of a Festival™ in prepara- 
tion for those who are still alive, but one may adjust" previously dug 
crypts on the intermediate days of a Festival in order to receive a 
particular corpse. And one may also construct a laundry pond" on 
the intermediate days of a Festival as it does not involve excessive 
effort. And one may also prepare a coffin if he is together with 
the corpse in the same courtyard, as in that case everyone knows 
that he is preparing the coffin for the deceased. Rabbi Yehuda pro- 
hibits making the coffin unless one has wooden boards with him" 
that had already been cut before the Festival and that need only to 
be attached. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: What are crypts and 


what are graves, and what is the difference 
between them? Rav Yehuda said: Crypts are constructed by dig- 
ging and graves are constructed by building." The Gemara adds: 
That is also taught in the following baraita: These are crypts and 
these are graves: Crypts are constructed by digging and graves are 
constructed by building. 


Itis taught in the mishna: But one may adjust previously dug crypts 
on the intermediate days of a Festival. The Gemara asks: How does 
one adjust a crypt? Rav Yehuda said: If the crypt was longer than 
the corpse, he shortens it. With regard to this issue it was taught in 
a baraita: He lengthens the crypt and widens it to make it the right 
size for the particular corpse. 


It was further taught in the mishna: And one may also construct a 
laundry pond" on the intermediate days of a Festival. The Gemara 
asks: What is a laundry pond? Rav Yehuda said: This is a ditch 
dug in the ground for washing clothes. The Gemara raises a diff- 
culty: Isn’t it taught in a baraita: A laundry pond and a laundry 
ditch, which indicates that they are different from one another? 
Abaye said, and some say that it was Rav Kahana who said: A pond 
and a small pond,’ i.e., the only difference between them is their 
size; a laundry pond is larger than a laundry ditch. 


NOTES 


Digging graves on the intermediate days of a Festival - nyan 
“yina map: The commentaries dispute the precise parameters 
of the mishna's statement that it is prohibited to dig graves on 
a Festival. It is certainly permitted to dig a grave for someone 
who has died and is awaiting burial. Many say that the mishna’s 
prohibition applies to digging graves in advance for those who 
will die after the Festival (see Rabbeinu Hananel and Rif). Others 
understand that the mishna is even referring to a case of digging 
graves in a big city, where although it is clear that someone 
will die on the Festival itself, there is still no corpse awaiting 
burial when the grave is being prepared (Rabbeinu Yehonatan 
of Lunel; Ran; see Ramban). 


But one may adjust — pana bax: There is an opinion in the 
Jerusalem Talmud that this actually refers to applying lime to 
the grave, while the Gemara below explains that it refers to 
adjusting the size of the crypts. The Ramban likens this halakha 
to the allowance to perform certain labors for the public welfare, 
e.g, repairing wells, on the intermediate days of a Festival: It 
is prohibited to dig the well or the crypt to begin with, but if 
it is already dug, it may be adjusted or repaired. The Ra’avad 
explains that it is permitted to adjust the crypts because it must 
be adjusted according to the dimensions of a particular corpse 
awaiting burial. This is in accordance with the policy that on the 
intermediate days of a Festival one is permitted to tend to all of 
the needs of a corpse awaiting burial. 


Unless one has wooden boards with him — tay w 3 Ox Kby 
mW): Some write that the reason for this is that not all people 
are buried in wooden coffins, and therefore it is not a disgrace 
to the deceased to be buried without a coffin. Consequently, 


when preparation of the coffin would involve excessive work 
on a Festival, it is prohibited (Ran). 


Graves are constructed by building - ja ninap: Some 
explain that this refers to building walls for a grave that is dug 
into the ground, while others suggest that it refers to erect- 
ing a memorial stone on top of the grave (Rabbi Shlomo ben 
HaYatom). 


A laundry pond [nivrekhet] - 13733: Many explanations have 
been suggested for this word. Some say that it is a ditch dug in 
a courtyard for collecting sewage (Rid). Others propose that it 
is a stone that is placed next to the laundry pond and used to 
assist in the laundering process (Arukh). Some suggest that it is 
a regular laundry pond for the clothes that are permitted to be 
laundered on the intermediate days of a Festival (geonim; Rab- 
beinu Hananel). Although it is generally prohibited to dig new 
ditches for personal use, in this case it is permitted for purposes 
of modesty, so that women would not have to go down to the 
river or some other public place to launder clothes. The mishna 
mentions this here in the context of burial because both have to 
do with digging on the Festival (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). 
Many, however, connect this nivrekhet to burial, explaining that 
it is a place to wash the body (see Josafot; Meiri), or a place to 
wash the hands of those accompanying the dead (Meiri). The 
Ra'avad explains that it refers to a grave dug into the ground 
but not surrounded by a structure; the deceased would later 
be transferred to a permanent grave. The Ramban understands 
that the nivrekhet is an extension to a grave that had already 
been dug. 
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It was taught in the mishna: And one may also prepare a coffin on the 
intermediate days of a Festival if he is together with the corpse in the 
same courtyard. The Gemara comments: We already learned this, as 
the Sages taught in the following baraita: One may tend to all the 
needs of the deceased on the intermediate days of a Festival:”" One 
may cut the deceased's hair for him if it was too long, and one may 
wash his clothing, i.e., his shrouds, for him, and one may construct a 
coffin for him from boards that had already been cut from the eve of 
the Festival. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: One may even bring 
timber and discreetly cut it into boards in the privacy of his house. 


MI SHNA One may not marry a woman on the inter- 


mediate days of a Festival, not virgins and 
not widows, and one may not perform levirate marriage® with his 
sister-in-law, if his brother died childless, because it is a joyous occa- 
sion for him. However, one may remarry his divorced wife on the 
intermediate days of a Festival, as this is not as great a joy for him." 


And a woman may engage in all her usual cosmetic treatments to 
enhance her physical appearance on the intermediate days of a Festival. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: She may not apply lime to her skin because it is 
temporarily a disgrace to her, as she is unattractive before the lime is 
peeled off and will therefore be distressed during the Festival. The 
mishna continues: A layman, who is nota skilled tailor, may sew in his 
usual manner if necessary for the Festival, whereas a craftsman may 
form only temporary stitches." And one may interweave the cords 
attached to the frames of beds upon which a mattress is placed. Rabbi 
Yosei says: One may only tighten the cords but not interweave them. 


G E M ARA It was taught in the mishna that one may not 


marry a woman on the intermediate days of a 
Festival, because it is a source of joy for him. The Gemara asks: And if 
it is a source of joy for him, what of it? Isn't there is a mitzva to rejoice 
on a Festival? Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said, and, so too, Rabbi 
Elazar said that Rabbi Oshaya said, and some say that Rabbi Elazar 
said that Rabbi Hanina said: The reason that one may not get married 
on the intermediate days of a Festival is because one may not mix one 
joy with another joy," as each requires its own celebration. Rabba bar 
Rav Huna said: The reason is because he forsakes the rejoicing of the 
pilgrimage Festival and occupies himself with rejoicing with his wife. 


Abaye said to Rav Yosef: This statement of Rabba bar Rav Huna is 
actually a statement of Rav, as Rav Daniel bar Ketina said that Rav 
said: From where is it derived that one may not marry a woman on 
the intermediate days of a Festival? As it is stated: “And you shall 
rejoice in your Festival” (Deuteronomy 16:14). This verse emphasizes 
that you must rejoice in your Festival and not in your wife. 


Ulla said: The reason one may not marry on the intermediate days of 
a Festival is due to the excessive exertion that the wedding prepara- 
tions demand, which is prohibited during the Festival. Rabbi Yitzhak 
Nappaha said: The reason is due to the neglect of the mitzva to be 
fruitful and multiply. If it were permissible to get married during the 
intermediate days of a Festival, people would delay getting married 
until then in order to save money by avoiding the necessity of preparing 
separate feasts for the Festival and for the wedding. In the meantime 
they would neglect the mitzva of procreation. 


The Gemara raises an objection from the following baraita: All those 
whom the Sages said are prohibited to marry on the intermediate days 
of a Festival 


One joy with another joy - nawa ANAw: According to this 
opinion, every cause for joy should be celebrated separately. See 
Tosafot, who discuss different types of celebrations and whether 
or not it is fitting for them to be observed on the intermediate days 
of a Festival. The Ritva writes that this is the opinion of a single 


NOTES 


authority, one of several explanations of the prohibition, and it is 
not accepted as halakha. Consequently, only weddings are pro- 
hibited on the intermediate days of a Festival, due to the excessive 
effort involved in preparing a wedding feast (Rav Hai Gaon; Rashi 
manuscript). 
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HALAKHA 


The needs of the deceased on the intermediate 
days of a Festival - yina mat ’2V%: It is permit- 
ted to tend to all the needs of the deceased on the 
intermediate days of a Festival, including cutting his 
hair, washing his clothes, and sewing him shrouds, 
even when the labor is performed by a craftsman 
(Mishna Berura, citing Peri Megadim). Similarly, a cof- 
fin may be prepared, provided this takes place in the 
courtyard where the deceased is located, so that it is 
evident that the coffin is constructed for him. If there 
are no boards for the coffin, wood may be brought 
and discreetly cut in one’s house, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel. If the 
deceased was a well-known individual, this may be 
done even in a public venue (Jerusalem Talmud). 
In a place where there are few Jews, everyone is 
considered well-known (Josafot; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 547:10). 


Marrying a woman on the intermediate days 
of a Festival - yina møg nY: One may not 
marry on the intermediate days of a Festival, regard- 
less of whether the woman is a virgin or a widow. 
Levirate marriage may also not be performed on 
the intermediate days of a Festival. However, one 
is permitted to remarry a woman whom he had 
previously married and divorced. In this case, some 
are stringent and do not permit preparing a wed- 
ding feast (Beit Yosef). Engagement and betrothal 
are permitted on the intermediate days of a Festival 
as long as one does not prepare a feast to celebrate 
the occasion (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 5461-2; 
Even HaEzer 64:6). 


A craftsman may form only temporary stitches — 
won paix: It is permitted for one who is not a 
professional tailor to sew in his usual manner on the 
intermediate days of a Festival. A professional tailor is 
permitted to sew only in the manner of an ordinary 
individual (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 541:5). 


BACKGROUND 


Levirate marriage - D3: A man whose brother 
died without children is obligated by Torah law to 
marry his deceased brother's widow or free her by 
means of a halitza ceremony (see Deuteronomy 
25:5-10). As long as neither levirate marriage nor 
halitza has taken place, it is prohibited for her to 
marry another man. According to the Torah, levirate 
marriage is effected by the act of sexual intercourse. 
The Sages, however, instituted the practice of 
ma‘amar, in which the deceased husband's brother 
betroths the widow, even though this betrothal is 
not effective by Torah law without intercourse. Con- 
jugal relations consummate the marriage between 
he deceased's brother and the widow and she is 
hereafter considered his wife in all respects. A bill 
of divorce would be necessary to formalize a divorce 
between them. Nowadays, the brother-in-law is 
required to free his brother's widow of her obligation 
hrough halitza, and he is not permitted to marry her 
hrough levirate marriage. 
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Dafo Amuda 


HALAKHA 

Weddings on the eve of a pilgrimage Festival — prit» 
ban awa: It is permitted to marry a woman on the eve of 
a Festival, preferably in the morning (Mishna Berura), and 
to hold the wedding feast on the Festival itself, However, 
the Magen Avraham writes it is customary not to have 
weddings on the eve of a Festival (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 546:3). 


NOTES 

One may not mix one joy with another joy — pawa prs 
nmawa An: In the Jerusalem Talmud, proof is adduced 
for this principle on the basis of Laban’s statement to 
Jacob: “Fulfill her week, and we will give you this one also” 
(Genesis 29:27). Some note that this applies only to wed- 
ding celebrations, and therefore the proof of the Gemara 
here is necessary to include other celebrations (Riaf). 


BACKGROUND 


The cubit-wide plates with spikes to eliminate the 
ravens — stip xa mats: The Temple courtyards, includ- 
ing the priestly courtyard and the site of the altar, were 
not roofed. As the meat of offerings was always present 
here, steps had to be taken to keep away the ravens and 
other carnivorous birds. Since the Temple courtyards were 
adjacent to the Sanctuary, which due to its height was apt 
o become a gathering place for the ravens, spiked metal 
plates were placed on top of the Sanctuary to deter the 
ravens from landing there. 

Since the muscles in the feet of birds usually tighten due 
o the pressure of their weight on those muscles, relatively 
heavy birds cannot perch on narrow places, especially 
sharp points. These iron spikes made it very difficult for 
ravens and other birds of prey to live on the roof of the 
Sanctuary. 


Spikes on the roof of the Sanctuary 
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are permitted to marry on the eve of the pilgrimage Festival." 
This poses a difficulty to all of the opinions, as a wedding celebra- 
tion ordinarily extends for seven days, and the majority of the 
celebration will coincide with the Festival. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, as this baraita can be 
reconciled with all of the opinions. According to the one who 
said that one may not get married on the intermediate days of a 
Festival because of joy, i.e., because one must not mix one joy with 
another, or because one may not put aside the rejoicing of the 
Festival and occupy himself with rejoicing with his wife, this is not 
difficult, as the primary joy of a wedding is only one day, and after 
that, the joy of the wedding will not affect the joy of the Festival. 


And according to the one who said that one may not marry on 
the intermediate days of a Festival due to the excessive exertion 
that the wedding preparations demand, it is not difficult, as the 
primary exertion is only one day. After the wedding, excessive 
exertion is not required. And according to the one who said that 
the reason is due to the neglect of the mitzva to be fruitful and 
multiply, there is no room for concern: Since there is only one day, 
the eve of the Festival, when he can get married and save money 
on the feast, a man will not delay his wedding in order to get 
married then, lest some unforeseen circumstance arise that will 
prevent him from getting married on that day. Therefore, according 
to all the reasons offered, there is no need to prohibit weddings on 
the eve of a Festival. 


§ The Gemara asks: With regard to the principle that one may not 
mix one joy with another joy," from where do we derive it? The 
Gemara explains that the source is as it is written with regard to 
the dedication of the Temple: “So Solomon held the feast at that 
time, and all Israel with him, a great congregation, from the 
entrance of Hamath to the Brook of Egypt, before the Lord our 
God, seven days and seven days, fourteen days” (1 Kings 8:65). 
And if it is so that one may in fact mix one joy with another joy, 
he should have waited until the festival of Sukkot, which was the 
second set of seven days, and made a feast of seven days for this 
and for that, i.e., for the dedication of the Temple and for the 
festival of Sukkot together. The fact that he did not do so indicates 
that one must not mix one joy with another. 


The Gemara raises a question: Perhaps, however, it may be derived 
from here only that we may not delay a wedding to be on a Festival, 
just as King Solomon did not delay the Temple dedication to be 
on the Festival, but nevertheless, where it happens to occur that 
way, we may indeed prepare a feast to celebrate both occasions 
together. The Gemara answers: If this were permitted, Solomon 
should have left a small part of the Temple unfinished until 
the Festival, and thereby arranged for a joint celebration of the 
dedication of the Temple and the festival of Sukkot. 


The Gemara responds: One may not leave any part of the building 
of the Temple undone, as a mitzva should be completed as quickly 
as possible. The Gemara modifies its previous opinion: Solomon 
should have left the cubit-wide plates with spikes, which were 
designed to eliminate the ravens, unfinished.’ The roof of the 
Temple was fitted with sharp metal spikes to deter the ravens, who 
were attracted by the smell of the sacrificial meat, from perching 
there. Although this was not considered a part of the building itself, 
delaying its installation would have allowed Solomon to delay the 
celebration of the Temple dedication. 
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The cubit-wide plates with spikes to eliminate the ravens 
was a necessary element in the building of the Temple — 


Man pra JUS Aly wp max The Gemara rejects this opinion as well: The cubit-wide plates 
HDA IP WAI xox xim with spikes to eliminate the ravens was a necessary element in 
122 OY? WEP IATA KIN ee R 

the building of the Temple, and consequently Solomon could | n ran pxa [Hy iy why max: Some explain that this was 
not delay its construction either. Rather, the proof is from tlie. considered a necessary element in the building of the Temple 
4 b redundancy in the verse. Since it is written “fourteen days, because it completed the required height of the structure (Rashi 
“TAN AN TAT T:MI why do I need the verse to specify “seven days and seven days”? | manuscript). Many have pointed out that if this was considered 

Learn from it that these seven days of celebrating the Temple | a part of the building, it should not have been permitted to 

dedication must be discrete, and similarly, these seven days of | leave it undone, and if it was not part of the building, leaving 

celebrating the Festival must be discrete, due to the principle | “ UNOS OU MOR ave been surie Na ea delay thie 


th : : ith h dedication of the Temple. Some explain, based on Rashi, that 
Akong may Aotmi one Joy wiih another, this was not considered a part of the structure of the Temple, 


and therefore as long as the Temple was not yet functioning, it 
AM 931 WAX J 121 WAX § Apropos the discussion of the celebration at Solomon's dedi- | Wes permit ed to delay installing this arrangement of spikes. 
TF aa a : $ Once the Temple was to start functioning, this arrangement 
Di nx Dew wy xs TY ADIK cation of the Temple, the Gemara relates that Rabbi Parnakh becamenecessary (Mishhät Aharon) 
DRINI DAKIT PM DNAT said that Rabbi Yohanan said: That year, the Jewish people did l 
not observe Yom Kippur, as the seven-day celebration of the 
bew” byt PROM a ‘igs 
dedication of the Temple coindided with Yoni Kippurand all sanctity was not permanent is demonstrated by the fact that 
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KIT yy u paama sos worried and said: Perhaps the enemies of the Jewish people, a sible to sacrifice offerings on private altars rather than in the 
euphemism for the Jewish people themselves, have become Tabernacle (Rashi manuscript). Others suggest that after the 
liable to be destroyed for the transgression of eating on Yom | Temple was built, the Tabernacle was no longer used and was 
Kippur, which is punishable by karet. A Divine Voice issued concealed, so that from the outset the Tabernacle’s sanctity 


forth and said to them: All of youare designated for lifein the | W25 Planned to be only fora limited time, until the permanent 
World to- Cone Temple was to be built (Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). 
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Whose sanctity is not a permanent sanctity — inwrtp px 
oiy mwrtp: Some explain that the fact that the Tabernacles 


There is no complete rejoicing without eating and drink- 


. ; hae ing - nw) mba xba mM prs: An allusion to this idea can 
my N) bp ax WNT INI The Gemara asks: What derivation led them to conclude that | be found in the command given to the Jewish people that after 


abiy wip INDIT PRW jw it was permitted for them to eat on Yom Kippur? The Gemara they cross the Jordan, set up stones as monuments, and build 
JDN nav simi i aren mp) explains that they based their ruling on an a fortiori inference: If | the first altar in Eretz Yisrael, they must bring peace-offerings 
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OR R T ‘ia at the dedication of the Tabernacle, whose sanctity is not a (Deuteronomy 27:7), which are partly consumed on the altar 
DWNT WWTP T W771 7 permanent sanctity," an individual’s offering, i.e., an offering and partly consumed by the priests and by its owners. Alter- 
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mae 72 7 She p i 8 5 y Gay ee 8 À eating peace-offerings (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 

bat despite the attendant transgression of a prohibition that is 

punishable by stoning; then with regard to the dedication of the 
Temple, whose sanctity is a permanent sanctity and the offer- 
ings brought there were communal offerings, is it not all the 


Overriding Shabbat to sacrifice offerings - naw mnt 
muanip): The fact that these offerings overrode Shabbat could 
not be proven from the daily offerings that had to be sacrificed 
even on Shabbat, as these daily offerings were brought at God's 


more so clear that the dedication of the Temple overrides the command, whereas the tribal princes’ offerings were brought 
prohibition of Yom Kippur, a violation that is punishable by the on their own initiative (Maharsha). The Ritva explains that they 
less severe punishment of karet? decided to sacrifice these offerings through divine inspiration, 


and their actions received divine approval. Therefore, this inci- 


dent served as the historical precedent in the similar situation 
- DDT PDANTT VI ONAN KY The Gemara asks: But if they had firm basis for their behavior, of the dedication of the Temple many generations later (Ramat 


K7 Kaian pi- x37 mas qis why were they worried? The Gemara answers that one can refute Shmuel). 
xb ‘bon saw - say 103 this a fortiori inference as follows: There, at the dedication of the 
Tabernacle, Shabbat was desecrated only for the necessities of 
xba aV prs nner xy bon the Temple service to God on High, i.e., by sacrificing offerings. 
HIW Ta% Here, at the dedication of the Temple, they desecrated Yom Kip- 
pur by eating and drinking, which was for the need of common 
mortals. Based on this distinction the Gemara suggests: Here too, 
at the dedication of the Temple they should have performed the 
rites of the sacrificial offerings and they should not have eaten 
or drunk. The Gemara answers: There is no complete rejoicing 
without eating and drinking." 


Kpy zn nav ont yawns With regard to the proof itself, the Gemara asks: And from where 
Dia") "WNIT OE” D0 do we derive that the offerings brought at the dedication of the 
mian ay Kb- nyp Tabernacle overrode Shabbat?" If we say it is as it is written 
with regard to the offerings brought by the tribal princes: “On 
KP VAN “PIS? 12 A IITIN the first day” (Numbers 7:12) and “on the seventh day” (Num- 
aoi MAD? Wy IDY OVA” bers 7:48), this is not a conclusive proof, as perhaps this refers 
Pow ts WY MWY AN- YI not to the seventh day of the week but to the seventh day of 
l l sacrificial offerings. Perhaps they skipped Shabbat and did not 
sacrifice offerings connected to the dedication of the Tabernacle 
on that day. Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: The verse also states: 
“On the day of the eleventh day” (Numbers 7:72). The repetition 
of the word day indicates that just as a day is all one continuous 
period of time, so too, the eleven days were all one continuous 

period of time, with no break in the middle, even for Shabbat. 
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—— NOTES —HHH———. 
Why do | need two verses — % may sx TP W: The version of 
the text known to Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom, and perhaps 
also the Ritva, may not have contained the second verse 
cited here at all, in which case the proof is from the double 
usage of the word day in the first verse, with regard to the 
eleventh day. 


And glad of heart - BY) 0): Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris 
notes that an allusion to the idea that the birth of a male 
child gladdens the heart may be found in what the verse 
says about the birth of Moses: “And she saw him that he was 
good” (Exodus 2:2). 
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The Gemara asks: But perhaps this refers only to days that are 
fit for an individual's offerings, i.e., the offerings were sacrificed 
on eleven consecutive days that were suitable for sacrificing the 
offerings of an individual, but not on Shabbat. The Gemara 
answers: In another verse it is written: “On the day of the 
twelfth day” (Numbers 7:78), indicating that just as a day is all 
one continuous period of time, so too, the twelve days were 
all one continuous period of time. 


The Gemara asks again: But perhaps here too this is referring 
to days that are fit for sacrificing the offerings of an individual? 
The Gemara rejects this opinion: If so, why do I need two 
verses," the verse with regard to the eleventh day and the verse 
with regard to the twelfth day, to teach the same principle? The 
fact that the Torah uses repetitive phraseology in both verses 
indicates that all the days were consecutive, without a break for 
Shabbat. 


The Gemara asks: And from where do we derive that the feast- 
ing at the time of the dedication of the Temple overrides Yom 
Kippur, so that the people did not have to fast? If we say it is 
derived from that which is written: Fourteen days, perhaps 
this is referring to days that are fit for feasting, to the exclusion 
of Yom Kippur. The Gemara answers: This is derived by means 
of a verbal analogy between the word “day” mentioned in this 
context and the word “day” mentioned there, with regard to 
the dedication of the Tabernacle. Just as there the days were 
consecutive, without a break for Shabbat, so too here, the days 
were consecutive, without a break for Yom Kippur. 


It was stated above that a Divine Voice issued forth and said to 
them: All of you are designated for life in the World-to-Come. 
The Gemara asks: And from where do we derive that God 
pardoned them for this sin? The Gemara answers: The Sage 
Tahlifa taught in a baraita that the verse states: “On the eighth 
day he sent the people away, and they blessed the king, and 
went to their tents joyful and glad of heart for all the goodness 
that the Lord had done for David His servant and for Israel 
His people” (1 Kings 8:66). 


This verse may be expounded as follows: The words “to their 
tents” indicate that they went and found their wives in a state 
of purity, as the terms tent and house often denote one’s wife. 
The term “joyful” is referring to the fact they had enjoyed the 
splendor of the Divine Presence, as there was a revelation of 
the Divine Presence when the offerings were sacrificed in the 
Temple. The phrase “and glad of heart”" refers to the fact that 
each of their wives conceived a male child. The words “for all 
the goodness” indicate that a Divine Voice issued forth and 
said to them: All of you are designated for life in the World- 
to-Come, which is the ultimate good. 


The aforementioned verse stated: “For all the goodness that the 

Lord had done for David His servant and for Israel His people.” 
The Gemara asks: Granted, when the verse mentions the good- 
ness that God did for Israel His people, this is referring to the 

fact that He pardoned them the sin of eating on Yom Kippur 

that year; but what is the goodness that God performed for 

David His servant? 


Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: When Solomon sought to 
bring the Ark into the Temple the gates clung together and 
could not be opened. Solomon uttered twenty-four songs of 
praise, and his prayer was not answered. He began and said: 
“Lift up your heads, O you gates, and be lifted up, you everlast- 
ing doors; and the King of glory shall come in” (Psalms 24:7), 
but once again his prayer was not answered, and the Temple 
gates remained closed. 
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Once he said: “Now therefore arise, O Lord God, into your resting 
place, You, and the Ark of Your strength; Let your priests, O Lord 
God, be clothed with victory and let Your pious ones rejoice in good- 
ness. O Lord God, do not turn away the face of Your anointed; 
remember the faithful love of David Your servant” (11 Chronicles 
6:41-42), he was immediately answered. At that moment the faces 
of David’s enemies turned dark like the charred bottom of a pot, 
and all knew that the Holy One, Blessed be He, forgave him for 
that sin involving Bathsheba, as they saw that it was only in his merit 
that the gates of the Temple opened. 


The Gemara relates that Rabbi Yonatan ben Asmai and Rabbi 
Yehuda, son of converts,” studied the portion dealing with oaths 
in the study hall of Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai.” After completing 
their studies, the disciples took leave of their master in the evening, 
but did not yet leave the city. In the morning they went back and 
took leave of him a second time. He said to them: Did you not 
already take leave of me yesterday in the evening? 


They said to him: You have taught us, our teacher," that a disciple 
who takes leave of his teacher" and then stays overnight in the 
same city must take leave of him an additional time, as it is stated 
at the conclusion of the dedication of the Temple: “On the eighth 
day he sent the people away, and they blessed the king” (1 Kings 
8:66), and elsewhere it is written: “And on the twenty-third day of 
the seventh month he sent the people away” (11 Chronicles 7:10). 
The eighth day in the verse is referring to the Eighth Day of Assembly, 
the twenty-second of the month of Tishrei, yet it says that he sent 
the people away on the next day, the twenty-third of the month. 


Rather, it can be derived from here that a disciple who takes leave 
of his teacher and then stays overnight in the same city must take 
leave of him an additional time, just as the Jewish people took leave 
of Solomon an additional time on the day after the Festival, on the 
twenty-third of Tishrei. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai said to his son: These two people, Rabbi 
Yonatan ben Asmai and Rabbi Yehuda, son of converts, are men of 
noble form [tzura]"i.e., wise and learned individuals; go to them so 
that they will bless you. He went and found them deep in discus- 
sion, raising apparent contradictions between verses as follows: It 
is written: “Make level the path of your feet, and let all your ways 
be established” (Proverbs 4:26), indicating that when one has the 
opportunity to perform more than one mitzva, he must evaluate 
which of them is most important. And elsewhere it is written: “Lest 
you level out the path of life,’ (Proverbs 5:6)," indicating that 
one must perform each mitzva as the opportunity arises, without 
considering its relative importance. 


They explained that it is not difficult: Here, in the first verse cited 
above, it is discussing a mitzva that can be done by others, and 
therefore one must consider what is most worthwhile for him to 
perform himself and what he will leave to others. 


NOTES 


You have taught us, our teacher — 1337 aaah: The commen- 
taries question why Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai asked his question 
if he himself had taught them this halakha. However, the halakha 
is that when a disciple cites a halakha before his teacher, he 
should always use the wording: You have taught us, our teacher, 
even if he heard it elsewhere (see Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 
242:23, and the comment of the Vilna Gaon). 


Men of noble form [tzura] - 7V% by Dwar: This expression 
appears in several places in the Talmud, but it may not always 
have the same meaning. Some explain that in tractate Ia‘anit 
(15a) this expression refers to the external appearance of these 
individuals, which leaves an impression on others, whereas here 


it apparently indicates that these were people of importance, 
stature, and wisdom. Perhaps the word tzura is used here in 
the sense of the imprint on a coin, indicating famous and well- 
known people. 


Lest you level out the path of life - phon 12 DYN mix: The 
most common interpretation of the Gemara is that this refers 
to weighing the value of one mitzva against another. However, 
many explain that the path of life mentioned here refers to the 
Torah, and that the Gemara is stating that one should not inter- 
rupt his Torah study even in order to fulfill another mitzva, unless 
it cannot be fulfilled by anyone else (Rashi manuscript; Ra’avad; 
Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


rom the publisher 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Yehuda, son of converts — 0°73 13 TIT 931: As 
Rashi in tractate Shabbat (33b) writes, this Sage's name 
indicates that he was the son of two converts. The pas- 
sage here indicates that he was an important scholar 
who was shown honor even by Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai. 
Their relationship, however, had a tragic ending. Rabbi 
Yehuda repeated Rabbi Shimon’s derogatory comments 
about Roman rule, and these came to the attention of 
the Roman authorities, who decreed a death sentence 
against Rabbi Shimon. Consequently, Rabbi Shimon and 
his son were forced into hiding for many years. When 
Rabbi Shimon finally emerged and saw Rabbi Yehuda, 
son of converts, he directed his eyes toward him, and 
Rabbi Yehuda died. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai -mi 42 piya +27: Rabbi Shimon 
ben Yohai was a tanna in the second generation following 
the destruction of the Second Temple. He was born in the 
Galilee, and according to tradition he died on Lag BaOmer 
in Meron. He was one of Rabbi Akiva’s closest students, 
and he studied with him for thirteen years in Benei Berak. 
Initially, Rabbi Shimon was not involved in the rebel- 
ion against the Romans, but the persecutions of the 
Romans, and their subsequent execution of Rabbi Akiva 
urned him against them. According to the Gemara in 
ractate Shabbat (33b), Rabbi Shimon's criticism of Roman 
rule in the presence of Rabbi Yehuda, son of converts, led 
o a death sentence being placed on him, forcing him 
o hide in a cave together with his son for thirteen years. 
According to tradition, it was during that period that he 
compiled kabbalistic material that became the Book of 
he Zohar. This is disputed by the academic world. 
Among his many teachings in Jewish law and lore, the 
Gemara in tractate Berakhot (5a) quotes him as asserting: 
Three wonderful gifts were bestowed upon the Jewish 
People by God, but all are attained only by means of 
ordeal: Torah, Eretz Yisrael and the World-to-Come. 


HALAKHA 

A disciple who takes leave of his teacher — nbn 
java WW: If a disciple takes leave of his teacher and 
then spends the night in the same city, he must take 
leave from him again the next day. This applies only if 
he did not inform his teacher that he would spend the 
night in the city; however, if he told this to him when he 
took leave of him the first time, he need not take leave of 
him again (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 242:16, and in the 
comment of Rema). 
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NOTES 

May it be God's will that you should sow and not reap — 
piinia] xd) YUN MYT KM»: Various commentators ask: Why 
did Rabbi Yonatan ban Asmai and Rabbi Yehuda, son of 
converts, formulate their blessing in a way that made it 
possible to understand it as a curse? The answer is that they 
knew Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai’s son would not understand 
what they said and he would certainly go to his father 
for an explanation, and his father would then bless him a 
second time with the same blessings (Riaf; Pahad Yitzhak; 
see Maharsha). 
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There, in the other verse, it is referring to a mitzva that cannot 
be done by others, and therefore, one must not consider its 
relative importance, but rather do it immediately. 


The two scholars, Rabbi Yonatan ben Asmai and Rabbi Yehuda, 
son of converts, once again sat and raised the following 
dilemma: In one place it is written in praise of the Torah: “She 
is more precious than rubies; and all of your desires are not 
to be compared to her” (Proverbs 3:15). One can infer from here 
that all human desires cannot be compared to the Torah, but the 
desires of Heaven, i.e., mitzvot, can indeed be compared to her. 
And elsewhere it is written: “For wisdom is better than rubies; 
and all the things that may be desired are not to be compared 
to it” (Proverbs 8:11), which indicates that even mitzvot cannot 
be compared to the Torah. 


They resolved this contradiction by stating that here, in the sec- 
ond verse, it is discussing a mitzva that can be done by others. 
In that case, even mitzvot cannot be compared to the Torah, 
and accordingly, one who is engaged in Torah study should not 
interrupt his studies in order to perform another mitzva. How- 
ever, there, in the first verse, it is discussing a mitzva that cannot 
be done by others. In that case Torah study is not more impor- 
tant than the mitzva, and one should interrupt his studies in 
order to perform the mitzva. 


When Rabbi Yonatan ben Asmai and Rabbi Yehuda, son of 
converts, noticed Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai’s son, they said to 
him: What do you want here? He said to them: Father told 
me: Go to them so that they should bless you. They said to 
him as follows: May it be God’s will that you should sow and 
not reap," that you should bring in and not take out, that you 
should take out and not bring in, that your house should be 
destroyed and your lodging place should be inhabited, that 
your table should become confused, and that you should not 
see a new year. 


When he came back to his father, he said to him: Not only did 
they not bless me, but they even caused me pain with their 
negative words. His father said to him: What exactly did they 
say to you? He answered: They said to me such and such. 
Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai said to his son: These are all blessings, 
uttered in a cryptic manner, and this is what they meant: When 
they said that you should sow and not reap they meant that you 
should bear sons and they should not die. Their statement that 
you should bring in and not take out means that you should 
bring in brides for your sons and your sons should not die, 
which would cause their wives to leave. When they said you 
should take out and not bring in they meant that you should 
have daughters and their husbands should not die, which 
would cause your daughters to return to you. 


When they said that your house should be destroyed and your 
lodging place should be inhabited, this should be interpreted 
allegorically. As this world is compared to your lodging place, 
and the World-to-Come is compared to your house, as it is 
written: “Their inward thought [kirbam], is that their houses 
shall continue forever” (Psalms 49:12), and the Sages said: Do 
not read it as “their inward thought [kirbam]”; rather read 
it as their graves [kivram]. According to this reading, one’s 
grave is considered his permanent house. The Sages gave Rabbi 
Shimon ben Yohai’s son a blessing that he should dwell in his 
temporary home rather than his permanent home, i.e., he should 
live a long life. 
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When they said that your table should become confused, they 
meant that you should be blessed with many sons and daughters, 
so that there will be noise and confusion at your table. When they 
said that you should not see a new year, they meant your wife 
should not die and as a result you should not have to marry 
another woman, about which it says: “When a man has taken a new 
wife, he shall not go out to war, neither shall he be charged with any 
business; he shall be free at home for one year” (Deuteronomy 24:5). 


Apropos a blessing with an obscure meaning, the Gemara relates: 
Rabbi Shimon ben Halafta took leave of Rav.” His father said to 
him: Go to him so that he should bless you. When Rabbi Shimon 
ben Halafta returned to him for a blessing, Rav said to him: May it 
be God’s will that you should not shame others" and that you 
should not feel ashamed. He came home to his father, who said 
to him: What did he say to you? He said to him: Mere words he 
said to me, i.e., he did not say anything of significance. 


After Rabbi Shimon ben Halafta repeated what Rav had said, his 
father said to him: He blessed you with the blessing with which 
the Holy One, Blessed be He, blessed Israel and then repeated 
the blessing, indicating that is a very great blessing, as it is written: 
“And you shall eat in plenty, and be satisfied, and praise the Name 
of the Lord your God, who has dealt wondrously with you; and 
My people shall never be ashamed. And you shall know that I 
am in the midst of Israel, and that I am the Lord your God, and 
there is none else; and My people shall never be ashamed” (Joel 
2:26-27). 


§ It was taught in the mishna: And a woman may engage in all of 
her usual cosmetic treatments™ on the intermediate days of a 
Festival. The Sages taught in a baraita: These are the cosmetic 
treatments of women that are permitted: She may paint her eye- 
lids, she may remove unwanted hair [pokeset],‘' and she may put 
rouge on her face. And some say: She may pass a comb over her 
lower face, i.e., she may remove the hair from her pubic area. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Hisda’s wife would adorn herself on 
the intermediate days of a Festival in the presence of her daughter- 
in-law," i.e., when she already had a married son. Rav Huna bar 
Hinnana sat before Rav Hisda,’ and he sat and said: They taught 
only that a woman is permitted to engage in cosmetic treatments 
on the intermediate days of a Festival only with regard to a young 
woman, as such treatments bring her joy, but in the case of an old 
woman, no, the treatments are not permitted, as she does not need 
them. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav — 41: Rav, whose full name was Rabbi Abba bar Ivu was 
he first, and perhaps the greatest, of the Babylonian amora‘im. 
nown as Abba Arikha because of his great height, Rav estab- 
ished the academy in Sura that lasted for over eight hundred 
years, through the period of the geonim. The Gemara reports 
hat aside from the visiting students who attended the academy 
only during the yarhei kalla months of Adar and Elul, 1,200 full- 
ime students learned in the academy throughout the year. 


In his youth, Rav traveled with his uncle, Rabbi Hiyya, to 
Eretz Yisrael, where he studied under Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the 
redactor of the Mishna. He traveled back and forth between 
Eretz Yisrael and Babylonia until he settled in Babylonia in the 
year 219 CE. Rav’s greatness is apparent not only in the large 
number of amora’im who were his students and quote him 
hroughout the Gemara, but also by the fact that he is recog- 
nized as the last of the tanna’‘im, and is permitted to disagree 
with tannaitic rulings. 


Rav's teachings are found throughout both the Jerusalem 
Talmud and the Babylonian Talmud. Among his many rulings are 


several that concern issues of marriage, such as his ruling that a 
man cannot marry a woman without first meeting her, and the 
requirement that underage girls cannot be married until they 
are old enough to state whom they want to marry. His rulings 
in the area of ritual law were invariably accepted, although the 
rulings of his colleague and adversary, Shmuel, were accepted 
in criminal and financial matters. 

Rav's son, Rabbi Hiyya, followed in his father’s footsteps and 
became a great scholar; his other son, Ivu, was a merchant. 


Rav Hisda - tr 37: One of the greatest second-generation 
Babylonian amora’im, Rav Hisda was one of Rav’s younger stu- 
dents as well as being a priest. Throughout his life, Rav Hisda 
showed great affinity for the teachings of Rav, and constantly 
ried to learn from other statements that Rav made. After Rav's 
death, he remained a disciple-colleague of Rav's student, Rav 
Huna. Although he was poor as a youth, he became wealthy and 
ived most of his life in comfort. He was very generous toward 
his fellow man. Rav Hisda was devoted to his students and his 
children, guiding them in both spiritual and worldly matters. 
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NOTES 


That you should not shame others — wan KoT: Some 
explain the blessing to mean that he should become 
increasingly scrupulous in his observance of halakha, so 
that he not sin; in that way, he would never have to be 
embarrassed about his deeds. This parallels the substance 
of the blessing in the Bible (see Maharsha; lyyei HaYam). 

Some texts have teivosh, be shamed, instead of tevayesh, 
to shame others. According to this reading, they said the 
same blessing twice, just as this blessing is doubled in the 
Bible (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 


A woman may engage in her cosmetic treatments — 
PWN MWK MYiy: Even though this may involve exces- 
sive effort, and even though it is not connected to food 
preparation, it is permitted, since it brings a woman enjoy- 
ment. Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom adds that it is permitted 
in order to promote peace within the household. There is 
also no concern that a woman will purposely delay her cos- 
metic treatments to the intermediate days of a Festival, as 
women do not commonly delay such treatments (Ritva). 


She may remove unwanted hair [pokeset] — nopia: 
This has been understood in many different ways; Some 
explain that the woman applies a sticky substance to her 
hair to keep it in place (Rashi manuscript; Josafot; Rabbi 
Zekharya Agamati). In another reading, recorded by Rab- 
beinu Yehonatan of Lunel, the word is poseket, meaning 
that the woman parts her hair with a special instrument 
designed for this purpose (Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). 
Alternatively, this has been understood to mean that the 
woman places a doughy substance on her face to remove 
facial hair and refine the skin. 


In the presence of her daughter-in-law — ands DNI: 
Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom suggests that she did this 
in order to teach her daughter-in-law the proper way to 
adorn herself. 


HALAKHA 


A woman may engage in all of her usual cosmetic treat- 
ments — PoWIA Mw MBI: A woman, even if she is 
unmarried (Peri Megadim), is permitted to engage in all of 
her usual cosmetic treatments on the intermediate days 
of a Festival. She may paint her eyelids, remove unwanted 
hair, and apply rouge to her face. She may also apply lime 
to her skin for beautification purposes, provided that she 
can peel it off during the Festival, in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yehuda. Some disagree and say that this is 
permitted even if she cannot remove it during the Festival, 
in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis (Rabbi Yitzhak 
ibn Giat; Ritva). She may also remove hair from her armpits 
and pubic area, by hand or with an instrument. However, 
she may not get a haircut, just as it is prohibited for a man 
to get a haircut (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 546:5; Peri 
Megadim; Vilna Gaon). 


LANGUAGE 


Remove unwanted hair [pokeset] — nppis: This word 
apparently derives from Greek, but there are several pos- 
sibilities depending on how the term is understood. It may 
derive from põxoç, fukos, red paint, meaning rouge for the 
face. Alternatively, it may be related to the root réxw, peko, 
which means to comb or cut hair. 
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LANGUAGE §=—W¥-W¥——_———— 
Timbrel [tavla] - xbap: This word is found in Arabic, åLb, 
tabla, and in Greek, taBXa, tabla. In this context, it refers to a 
type of drum. See also LANGUAGE, p. 182. 


— NOTES — 
A woman may not apply lime to her skin - “oa x TWX: 
According to one opinion cited in the Jerusalem Talmud, if 
the woman will remove the lime only after the Festival, all 
agree that it is prohibited to apply it on the Festival. The Sefat 
Emet suggests that this may be the reason that the Rambam 
ruled, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, that it 
is permitted for a woman to apply lime to her skin only if she 
will remove it during the Festival. 


Leave aside the halakhot governing a Festival — mab mn 
‘yin: This refers to the labors that are permitted on the Festival 
days themselves; it is permitted for one to exert himself in 
preparing the meal because he derives pleasure from it in the 
end (Rashi; Rid; Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). The Ran, how- 
ever, explains that this refers to the labors that are permitted 
during the intermediate days of a Festival, which also bring 
eventual enjoyment. 


54 


MOED KATAN : PEREK I: 9B: :D47’K p15 


Jax ay IDON my sang 
IIKI JPNT KPN INI 
DPPN ANT AP by minty 
Kyau bob, I NID prey na 


xm 


von Kb ix, anm ay 
xO TON sgt TT a WIA 
min E KIT bmp 299, Ton 
band isy YDS TNT a 
by aN Tying inboiwy -vina 
TN - PSY KI TPYAW +9 

Jansy on 


net anm sath mh nox om 
AT RID 


NIA PY aH TDT 
ayaw a by ay ib nay aya 
impr nis? ST MQW - way 


Mant :pny? 1a yom 31 WY 
vwayan T „yin nishab 
JY) Yt am) nae) 


DbY pyr pad via sas KVIT 


Rav Hisda said to him: By God! Even your mother, and even your 
mother’s mother, and even a woman so old that she is standing 
at the edge of her grave are all permitted to adorn themselves. As 
people say in the popular adage: A woman of sixty years, like one 
of six, runs at the sound of the timbrel [tavla],' implying that 
women of all ages are young in spirit; since they all take pleasure in 
their adornments, they are allowed to adorn themselves, regardless 
of age. 


§ It was taught in the mishna that Rabbi Yehuda says: She may 
not apply lime to her skin because it renders her temporarily 
unattractive and she will be distressed during the Festival. It is 
taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda says: A woman may not apply 
lime to her skin" on the intermediate days of a Festival because it 
is temporarily a disgrace to her, as she appears unattractive until 
it is peeled off. But Rabbi Yehuda concedes that with regard to 
lime that she can peel off during the Festival, she may apply it 
on the intermediate days of the Festival,” as even though she is 
distressed now, as the lime renders her appearance unattractive, 
she will be happy afterward, when the lime is removed and she 
sees the results. 


The Gemara asks: But does Rabbi Yehuda accept this reasoning 
that it is permitted, despite the fact that it causes distress, because 
it will cause joy later? Didn’t we learn elsewhere in a mishna (Avoda 
Zara 2a): On the three days before the holidays of idolaters, it is 
prohibited to do business with them, so as not to cause them to 
thank their idols for their success. Similarly, it is prohibited on these 
days to lend to them, to borrow from them, to repay a debt to them, 
or even to collect a debt from them. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: One may collect a debt from them during this 
period, due to the fact that the gentile is distressed when he makes 
the payment. The Rabbis said to him: Even though he is distressed 
now, he will be happy afterward, as he is relieved of the debt, and 
therefore, it is prohibited to collect a debt from him during the three 
days before his holiday." In this mishna, Rabbi Yehuda considers 
only the immediate distress and does not consider the joy that will 
be experienced after some time. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Leave aside the halakhot govern- 
ing a Festival," which cannot be compared to other areas, as all of 
the labors that are permitted on a Festival are permitted because 
even though one is distressed by them now, he will be happy 
about them afterward. For example, cooking and baking are 
permitted even though preparing food involves effort and trouble, 
because eating the food after it is prepared provides pleasure and 
enjoyment. 


Ravina said a different explanation: According to Rabbi Yehuda, 
with regard to repaying a debt, a gentile is always distressed, even 
after he repays a debt. However, in general, even Rabbi Yehuda 
accepts the principle of taking into account the joy that will be 
experienced at a later time. 


Applying lime [tefila] 


- mpa: Historically, extraneous hair, 


BACKGROUND 
their bodies to hairy areas on their bodies, although this can 


especially for women, has been considered an aesthetic blem- 
ish, and various methods have been developed to remove 
such hair. Even today there are people in some areas of the 
world who apply lime or similar materials to excess hair on 


Business before the holidays of idolaters - x nab nba 
P33: On the three days preceding the holidays of idol wor- 
shippers, it is prohibited to borrow money from them, to lend 
money to them, to collect a debt from them, or to pay off 
a debt to them. However, it is permitted to collect a debt 
for which there is no documentation, as it is considered like 


HALAKHA 


cause burns or other damage to sensitive skin. Applying lime 
to a large portion of the body at once can even be fatal, as it 
can block the spores of the skin. Other, less caustic, materials 
are used as a refining cream for the skin. 


rescuing money that would otherwise be lost. If the idol wor- 
shipper is powerful, one may collect a debt from him even if 
a document had been written. For these and other reasons, 
many authorities in recent generations have permitted busi- 
ness transactions with gentiles on their holidays (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 148:1). 
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With regard to applying lime to one’s body, Rav Yehuda said: The 
daughters of Israel who reached physical maturity, but had not 
yet reached the age of majority, i.e., girls that were less than twelve 
years of age, and therefore embarrassed by their precocious physical 
development, would seek to remove the excess hair from their bod- 
ies. The poor among them would smear their skin with lime in 
order to remove the hair. The wealthy ones would smear them- 
selves with fine flour for this purpose, and the daughters of kings 
would smear themselves with shemen hamor. As it is stated with 
regard to the women who were brought to King Ahasuerus: “Six 
months with shemen hamor’” (Esther 2:12). 


The Gemara asks: What is shemen hamor? Rav Huna bar Hiyya 
said: This is the perfume called setaket.' Rav Yirmeya bar Ami said: 
It is olive oil extracted from an olive that has not yet reached one- 
third of its growth; the acidic oil is effective as a depilatory. 


It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: Wherever the 
Mishna mentions anpikinon, it is referring to olive oil from an olive 
that has not yet reached one-third of its growth. And why do 
women spread it on the body? It is due to the fact that it removes 
the hair and pampers the skin. 


It was related that Rav Beivai had a daughter, and he spread lime 
on her limb by limb, which caused her hair to fall out and her skin 
to whiten. She became so beautiful that when marrying her off, he 
took four hundred dinars for her. There was a certain gentile in 
his neighborhood who also had a daughter and wanted to do this 
as well. He spread her entire body with lime all at once, and she 
died. That gentile said: Beivai killed my daughter. Rav Nahman 
said: Rav Beivai, who regularly drinks beer, his daughters require 
that they be smeared with lime, as beer causes hair growth, but we 
who do not drink beer, our daughters do not require that they 
be smeared with lime, as they have little hair even without this 
treatment. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: A layman, who is not a skilled tailor, 
may sew in his usual manner on the intermediate days of a Festival. 
The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances in which an indi- 
vidual is considered a layman? The Sages of the school of Rabbi 
Yannai said: Anyone who cannot deftly pull a full needle of 
stiches" through the fabric at the same time is considered a layman. 
Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina said: Anyone who cannot forma straight 
seam on the hem [hefet]' of his shirt’ is considered a layman." 


HALAKHA 


Sewing on the intermediate days of a Festival — bina mon 
“yian: If one needs an article of clothing on the intermediate 
days of a Festival because he has nothing else to wear (Arukh 
HaShulhan), he may sew in his usual manner, provided that he 


is a layman. If he is a professional, he must sew as a layman does, 


making stitches that are widely spaced and uneven. A layman 
is defined as one who cannot sew an even seam at the edge 
of his shirt or cannot pull a full needle of stitches through the 
fabric at one time. The Rema writes that nowadays, everyone 


should sew in an unusual manner on the intermediate days of 
a Festival. Furthermore, holding the needle in an unusual way is 
not sufficient; there must be a recognizable difference in the final 
product. The Mishna Berura writes that all this applies if one does 
the work without receiving compensation; one is prohibited to 
perform the labor for compensation even in the manner of a 
layman unless it is a situation where he will suffer an irretrievable 
loss if he does not perform the labor immediately (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 541:5). 


rom the publisher 


LANGUAGE 
Setaket - naV: From the Greek otaxth, stakté, referring 
to a fragrant oil that is derived from the resin of the myrrh 
tree, such as the Commiphora myrrha. 


Myrrh tree resin 


Anpikinon — YP: From the Greek dupdxtvoy, 
omfakinon, oil extracted from unripe olives. 


NOTES ——______-- 
Pull a full needle of stitches - wma xb wxit: Some 
explain that this means that he inserts a needle several 
times into the fabric and then pulls the needle through 
to complete all the stitches at once. Others say that it 
means that he can align these stitches in a straight line 
(Rashi manuscript). Another suggestion is that the act of a 
craftsman discussed here is mending a hole in a garment 
by filling it in with netlike stitches that cause the fabric to 
look whole (see Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Rab- 
beinu Yehonatan of Lunel). 


A straight seam on the hem [hefet] of his shirt — ya" 
ibn nama: Some explain that hefet is a heavy piece of 
material that would be sewn onto the edge of a shirt to 
protect it from wear and tear. Anyone who cannot sew its 
seam evenly is considered a layman (see Rashi). Others 
propose that this seam refers to an embroidered patch 
that would be sewn onto the hem of a garment (geonim; 
Rabbi Zekharya Agamati). 


LANGUAGE 
Hem [hefet] — nan: The edge of a garment, which is 
folded over to ensure that the garment is the right size, or 
to reinforce the edge of the garment in order to prevent 
it from becoming frayed. It parallels the Arabic 4aL>, hafa, 
which has the same meaning. 
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LANGUAGE 
Form temporary stitches [makhliv] - whan: This refers to 
poor-quality sewing. It has also been related to the word 
dog [kelev] or cage [keluv], manners of describing poor- 
quality stitching. 


NOTES 

Form temporary stitches [makhliv] - won: In the Jerusa- 
lem Talmud there is an opinion that makhliv refers to sewing 
the stitches one by one, not in the manner of a craftsman, 
who sews several stitches at once. Skipping refers to sewing 
wide stitches as if he were taking wide steps, skipping over 
the space in the middle. Others say that it means sewing 
quickly and imprecisely (Commentary on Moed Katan). 


The teeth of a dog - xnaba sw: The version of the text 
recorded by Rashi does not read: Teeth of a dog, but simply: 
Dog, which is a term for an imprecise manner of sewing 
(Rashi manuscript). 


A bed is considered a utensil and becomes susceptible 
to ritual impurity from when one interweaves - maJ 
aipwn: The Ritva cites another explanation in the name 
of Rabbeinu Shimshon of Saens, that the question here 
relates to the time from which a cord that is tied to the 
bed is considered part of the bed, so that even the part 
that has not yet been interwoven becomes susceptible to 
ritual impurity. 


BACKGROUND 

Interweaving beds - niwat aD: Most beds in the talmu- 
dic period had wooden frames that were mounted on legs. 
On top of this frame, and sometimes within the frame, cords 
would be tied and interwoven lengthwise and widthwise. 
The cushions they would use as a mattress would be placed 
on top. In pressing circumstances, they would use cords tied 
only widthwise, with firm cushioning on top. 


HALAKHA 

Weaving a bed — ma NYD: It is permitted to interweave 
the cords attached to the frame of a bed lengthwise and 
widthwise, and it is certainly permitted to tighten cords that 
have become loose. Some are stringent and say that one 
should not interweave the cords unless they had already 
been placed in their holes before the Festival (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 541:2; Mishna Berura). 


Braid cords anew — mbna) ohan powon: One may not 
braid cords anew on the intermediate days of a Festival 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 541:2). 
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§ It was further taught in the mishna: A craftsman, however, 
may form only temporary stitches [makhliv].!" The Gemara 
asks: What is meant by forming temporary stitches? Rabbi 
Yohanan said: He does not sew all the stitches that are necessary, 
but rather he skips certain stitches in the middle (Rabbeinu 
Hananel). Rabba bar Shmuel said: He sews stitches that are like 
the teeth of a dog." He does not sew all the stitches in a straight 
line, so that they resemble the teeth of a dog, which also are not 
straight. 


§ It was also taught in the mishna: One may interweave the 
cords attached to the frame ofa bed. Rabbi Yosei says: One may 
only tighten the cords. The Gemara asks: What is meant by 
interweaving,’ and what is meant by tightening? When Rav 
Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said: Rabbi 
Hiyya bar Abba and Rabbi Asi disagree about the matter, and 
both of them reported their opinions in the name of Hizkiyya 
and Rabbi Yohanan. One Sage said: Interweaving involves 
placing and tying the cords of the bed both lengthwise and 
widthwise, whereas tightening means arranging the cords only 
lengthwise and not widthwise. And one Sage said: Interweav- 
ing involves arranging the cords only lengthwise and not width- 
wise, while tightening means that if a cord became loose, he 
may tighten it but he may not tie any new cords." 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? Didn’t Rav Tahlifa bar Shaul teach 

the following baraita: And both Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yosei 

agree that one may not braid cords anew" on the intermediate 

days of a Festival? Granted, according to the one who said 

that interweaving means tying the cords lengthwise and width- 
wise, and tightening means tying them only lengthwise and not 

widthwise, this explanation is consistent with that which Rav 
Tahlifa taught: And they both agree that one may not braid 

cords anew, as even though one is permitted to arrange the cords 

of the bed, he is not permitted to produce new cords. 


However, according to the one who said that interweaving 
means tying the cords only lengthwise and not widthwise, while 
tightening means that ifa cord became loose, he may tighten it, 
there is a difficulty. Now that you said that tying the cords length- 
wise and widthwise, no, it is not permitted even though the 
cords are readily available, is it necessary to say that braiding 
cords anew is prohibited? The Gemara comments: Indeed it is 
difficult. 


Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said to Rabbi Hiyya bar Avin: Is 
there one who says that interweaving means tying the cords 
lengthwise, but not widthwise? Didn’t we learn in a mishna 
(Kelim 16:1) that Rabbi Meir says: A bed is considered a utensil 
and becomes susceptible to ritual impurity from when one 
interweaves" three rows of meshes in it, i.e., three rows length- 
wise and widthwise? It is clear from here that interweaving a bed 
involves tying its cords lengthwise and widthwise. 


Rather, when Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he 
stated a different version of the tradition: With regard to inter- 
weaving, everyone agrees that it is referring to tying the cords 
of a bed lengthwise and widthwise. When they disagree it is 
only about the meaning of tightening. One Sage holds that 
tightening means arranging the cords only lengthwise and not 
widthwise. And one Sage holds that it means that if a cord 
became loose, he may tighten it. 


The Gemara raises an objection from the following baraita: One 
may interweave the cords attached to the frame of a bed on the 
intermediate days of a Festival, and needless to say one may 
tighten those cords; this is the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi 
Yosei says: One may only tighten the ropes but not interweave 
them. And some say: One may not tighten them at all. 
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Granted, according to the one who said that tightening means 
tying the cords only lengthwise and not widthwise, this is why 
the opinion presented as: Some say, comes to disagree and says 
that one may not tie the cords at all, even only lengthwise. How- 
ever, if the cords became loose, all agree that they may be tight- 
ened. But according to the one who said that tightening means 
that if a cord became loose he may tighten it, then according 
to the opinion presented here as: Some say, may he not even 
tighten the cords of his bed? How, then, would he be able to 
sleep on it? 


The Gemara answers: Yes, indeed, according to this opinion, it 
is prohibited even to tighten the cords of one’s bed. Since it is 
possible for him to fill the depression in his bed with clothing, 
so that he can sleep there, he may not exert himself during 
the week of the Festival and fix the bed in a more permanent 
manner. 


MI SHNA One may set up an oven, a stove, and 


a mill on the intermediate days of a 
Festival." Rabbi Yehuda says: One may not chisel millstones’ 
for the first time on the intermediate days of a Festival. 


GEMARA The Gemara asks: What is meant by 


chiseling millstones? Rav Yehuda said: 
Cutting grooves into the millstones. As the millstones wear 
down over time and become smooth, one must occasionally cut 
grooves into the stones so that they can grind properly. Rav 
Yehiel said: Cutting out an eyehole” in the upper millstone, 
through which the grain can pass, so that it can be ground 
between the two millstones." 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: One may set 
up an oven and a stove on the intermediate days of a Festival, 
provided that he does not fully complete the labor; this is 
the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. But the Rabbis say: He may 
even complete the labor. Rabbi Yehuda says in the name of 
Rabbi Eliezer: One may set up a new millstone and one may 
chisel an old millstone. And some say: One may not chisel a 
millstone at all. 


Granted, according to the one who said that chiseling a mill- 
stone means cutting grooves into the millstones, this is how 
you can find this activity relevant to an old mill. But according 
to the one who said it means cutting out an eyehole, why does 
an old millstone need an eyehole to be cut out? It must have 
one already. The Gemara answers: This is referring to a case 
where he wants to widen the hole a little more. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Huna once heard a certain man 
cutting grooves into his millstone on the intermediate days of 
a Festival. He said: Who is this? May his body be desecrated, 
for he desecrates the intermediate days of a Festival. The 
Gemara comments: Rav Huna holds in accordance with the 
statement cited as: Some say, that one is not permitted to 
roughen his millstones at all. 


Rav Hama taught as follows: One may cut grooves into mill- 
stones on the intermediate days of a Festival. In the name of 
Rabbi Meir he said: Even with regard to the horse that one 
rides upon and the donkey that he rides upon, he is permitted 
to trim their hooves" on the intermediate days of a Festival so 
that they do not suffer when they walk." 


HALAKHA 


Setting up a mill on the intermediate days of a Festival - 
sind bina om) Nay: On the intermediate days of a Fes- 
tival it is permitted to cut grooves into millstones, to cut the 
eyehole in the upper millstone, and to set the millstones in 
place (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 540:8). 


Trimming hooves on the intermediate days of a Festival - 
ayian bina TDW pp: One may trim the hooves of a donkey 

ora horse on the intermediate days of a Festival if he needs to 

ride on it, provided that he did not intentionally leave this to 

be done on the Festival (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 536:1). 


BACKGROUND 

Chiseling millstones - owg ny pwa: The upper mill- 
stone could be constructed in various ways, depending upon 
the general structure of the mill. It had a hole, usually in the 
middle of the stone, through which the grain was poured, so 
that it would fall between the two millstones, which would 
grind it. This image also depicts the rod that would be inserted 
in a second hole in order to turn the millstone. Some mills also 
included a hole in the lower millstone that was used to con- 
nect the two millstones. In order to render the grinding more 
effective, grooves or holes would be cut into the millstones in 
order to hold the kernels in place so that they would be well 
ground. Over time the stones would become worn and these 
grooves would disappear. Consequently, it was periodically 
necessary to cut new grooves in order to return the mill to 
optimal working condition. 


Millstones with eyeholes 


NOTES 


Eyehole - xay na: Some explain that this refers to any hole 
in the millstone, including the hole in the upper millstone 
through which the grain is poured and the hole in the lower 
millstone into which the rod that connects the two stones 
is inserted. 


Cutting grooves and an eyehole into the millstones - 1p) 
Nyy n: The Ra'avad writes that it is not clear which of these 
two rulings is a greater novelty. On the one hand, cutting an 
eyehole is certainly the work of a craftsman, as opposed to 
cutting grooves into the millstones. Conversely, the mill can 
be operated even without cutting grooves into the millstones, 
however, without an eyehole it cannot grind at all, and there- 
fore not cutting an eyehole would cause a great deal of distress 
on the Festival. 


To trim their hooves — 09% Siw: Some write that this is 
done in order to prepare the hooves for horseshoes, or that 
this process includes attaching horseshoes. This is not clari- 
fied in the Gemara because animals were not ordinarily fitted 
with shoes in Babylonia, as it was unnecessary due to the soft 
ground there (Ran; Meiri). 
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BACKGROUND 


Donkey that turns the millstones — KIm7 KYN: 
The image depicts ancient mills found in a bakery i in 
Pompeii. A rod was inserted into the square-shaped 
hole on the top part and a donkey would pull the rod 
around the mill, which would in turn crush the grain. 


Ancient mills from a bakery in Pompeii 


To groom a horse - &*DID pnd: There are different 
types of combs that are used for grooming horses. 
Rashi explains that the Gemara here is referring to a 
metal comb. 


Metal horse comb 


To let the blood of an animal - ana xaT bound: 

For many generations physicians believed that blood- 
letting was a powerfully effective remedy, both as a 
cure and as a general preventative therapy for staying 
healthy. Bloodletting was based on an ancient system 
of medicine in which blood and other bodily fluids 
were considered to be humors, the proper balance of 
which was believed to maintain health. Bloodletting 

was the most common medical procedure performed 

by doctors on both humans and animals from antiq- 
uity through the late nineteenth century, a period of 
almost two millennia. Today it is well established that 
bloodletting is not effective for most diseases. The only 
remaining condition for which it is used is polycythe- 
mia vera, a disease in which the body produces too 
many red blood cells. 
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However, with regard to the hooves of a donkey that turns the 
millstones,” no, they may not be trimmed. This is unnecessary on 
the intermediate days of a Festival, as one may only grind grain that 
one needs to use on the Festival itself, and the donkey can perform 
this task even if its hooves are not trimmed. 


Rav Yehuda permits one to trim the hooves of the donkey that 
turns a mill, to set the stones of a mill in their place, to build the 
base ofa mill, to construct a water channel to carry water that drives 
a mill," and to build a stable" for horses on the intermediate days 
of a Festival. Rava permitted one to groom a horse," to build 
a trough,” and to build a bench" on the intermediate days of 
a Festival. 


Rava also permitted one to let the blood of an animal’ for medical 
purposes on the intermediate days of a Festival. Abaye said to him: 
A baraita is taught that supports you: One may let blood from an 
animal, and one does not withhold any medical treatment" from 
an animal on the intermediate days of a Festival. 


Rava further permitted one to scrub garments" as part of the 
laundry process. What is the reason? It is the work of a layman and 
not the work ofa craftsman, which is prohibited on the intermediate 
days of a Festival. Rav Yitzhak bar Ami said that Rav Hisda said: 
Tying sleeves to create pleats" is prohibited. What is the reason? It 
is the work of a craftsman and is consequently prohibited on the 
intermediate days of a Festival. 


NOTES 


A water channel to carry water that drives a mill - Km nax: 
Some explain that this phrase actually refers to the base on which 
the millstones are placed (Jalmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; Com- 


mentary on Moed Katan). 


To build a stable [ureya] 


Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


To build a trough [akarpita] - 


— XN nan: Some commentaries 
write that it would seem very surprising if it were permitted to 
build an entire stable for animals on the intermediate days of a 
Festival (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). They interpret ureya to 
mean a trough, as it does in several other places in the Talmud. 
Alternatively, it means that one may flatten and smooth the loca- 
tion where the horses sleep (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel; Talmid 


Kway a9: Rashi and Rab- 


next phrase, to build a bench, is meant as an explanation of this 
phrase. 


To let the blood of an animal - mona sat pwnd: Some explain 
that the reason for the leniency is in order to prevent an irretriev- 
able loss (Ritva; Meiri). Some later authorities understand that 
the allowance is due to the pain suffered by the animal (Keren 
Ora; Tal Hayyim). 


To scrub garments — "21? p3p}: Rashi explains that this is 
scrubbing the garments by hand after washing them (Rashi manu- 
script). Others understand it as wetting the clothes and softening 
them (Rabbeinu Hananel, citing geonim). Alternatively, this means 
ironing the clothes (Rashi; Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


Tying sleeves to create pleats — »ya WP: Most commentaries 


PATS PID 


beinu Gershom Meor HaGola explain that an akarpita is a trough. 
Others understand it to be a wooden bench, unlike an itztabba, 
or regular bench, which is of stone (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel; 
Sefer HaMeorot; Ran). Some say there is no difference between an 
itztabba and an akarpita, and that both can be made of wood or 
stone (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYa- 
tom; Meiri). Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom asserts that the Gemara’s 


Setting up a mill on the intermediate days of a Festival - pn 
“yina on: It is permitted to set up a mill on the intermediate 
days of a Festival, to construct a water channel for it, and to trim 
the hooves of the donkey used in the mill, in accordance with 
the opinion of Rav Yehuda (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 540:8). 


Grooming a horse — Dip NP": On the intermediate days of a 
Festival one may groom a horse in order to beautify it (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 536:2). 


To build a trough - Kos tp nab: It is permitted to build 
a trough for an animal on the intermediate days of a Festival 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 540:5). 


To build a bench - Kapy nad: On the intermediate days of 
a Festival it is permitted to build a bench in a nonprofessional 


HALAKHA 


explain that this means making special pleats on sleeves that later 
would be sewn or tied in place; this is the work of a craftsman (Rid; 
Arukh). Some explain that it refers to making pleats in women's 
pants (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom 
understands it to mean burning spices underneath garments so 
that they will absorb the scent or tying the clothes in a special way 
before laundering them so that they will not shrink. 


manner in order to be able to sit or lie down upon it (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 540:6). 


Medical treatment for an animal - maza n897: One may let 
blood from an animal on the intermediate days of a Festival and 
take care of any of its health needs, even when this involves actions 
that are prohibited labors (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 536:3). 


To scrub garments — "37? pias): Itis permitted to scrub certain 
articles of clothing on the intermediate days of a Festival after 
they have been laundered in order to wear them on the Festival 
(Magen Avraham), and it is permitted to iron them in the usual 
manner (Rema). However, one may not iron pleats into a garment, 
as this is regarded as the work of a craftsman (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 541:3). 
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§ Rava said: With regard to one who clears the ground" on the 
intermediate days of a Festival, the following distinction applies: 
If his intention is to prepare a threshing floor," it is permitted, 
but if his intention is to prepare the ground for planting, it is 
prohibited. 


The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of each case? 
The Gemara explains: If he casts earth from one mound [mulya] 
onto another mound," or from one furrow into another furrow 
[natza], it is clear that he is doing this with the intention of 
preparing a threshing floor, as his sole interest is the level area in 
the middle and not the ground that surrounds it. However, if 
he takes earth from a mound and casts it into a furrow, he 
is presumably doing this with the intention of preparing the 
ground for planting, which is prohibited on the intermediate 
days of a Festival due to its similarity to the prohibited labor of 
plowing. 


And Rava said: With regard to one who clears his field from 
twigs on the intermediate days of a Festival, the following distinc- 
tion applies: If his intention is to use the twigs it is permitted, 
but if his intention is to prepare the ground for planting, it is 
prohibited. The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of 
each case? The Gemara explains: If he takes the large twigs and 
leaves the small ones, it is clear that he is doing this with the 
intention of using the twigs. But if he takes both the large twigs 
and the small ones, it appears as though that he is doing so with 
the intention of preparing the ground, and it is prohibited." 


And Rava further said: With regard to one who opens the gates 
ofa water channel" running through his land on the intermediate 
days of a Festival, the following distinction applies: If his inten- 
tion is to catch the fish that come along with the water, it 
is permitted, but if his intention is to water the ground, it is 
prohibited. 


The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of each case? The 
Gemara explains: Ifhe opens two gates in the water channel, one 
above his field and one below, so the water that flows in also flows 
out, it is clear that he is doing this with the intention of catching 
fish, as the water will flow out and only the fish will remain in the 
indentations in his field. But if he opens only one gate, he is 
presumably doing this with the intention of watering the ground, 
as it is evident that he wants the channel to fill and the water to 
overflow into the field. 


And Rava also said: With regard to one who cuts the branches 
of his date palm on the intermediate days of a Festival, the 
following distinction applies: If he does this with the intention 
of feeding his animals, it is permitted, but if he does it with 
the intention of enhancing the growth of his date palm, it is 
prohibited." The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances 
of each case? The Gemara explains: If he takes all of the branches 
from one side of the tree, he is doing this with the intention of 
feeding the branches to his animals, as it is evident that he is 
not concerned with the damage to the date palm. However, if 
he takes the branches from this side of the tree and also from 
the other side, it appears as though he is doing so with the 
intention of enhancing the growth of the date palm, and it is 
prohibited. 


And Rava further said: With regard to these unripe dates," 
cutting them into pieces in order to render them fit for eating is 
permitted on the intermediate days of a Festival, but preserving 
them is prohibited, as they will not be ready for use until after 
the Festival. Rav Pappa said: Since they are likely to become 
infested with worms if they are not properly attended to, they 
are treated like merchandise that will be lost, and it is permitted 
to preserve them on the intermediate days of a Festival. 


HALAKHA 
One who clears the ground — xy1K pnt pra: It 
is prohibited to clear a field on the intermediate days 
of a Festival for the sake of plowing it. If it is evident 
that one is flattening the field in order to thresh grain 
there for the Festival, it is permitted (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 537:9). 


Gathering wood from a field — 71W7 p Doyy Pox: 
One may not gather wood from a field on the inter- 
mediate days of a Festival in order to prepare the field 
for plowing, but it is permitted for one to do so if it is 
clear that he needs the wood (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 537:10). 


Opening the gates to a water channel running 
through one's field - aw ova nnn: It is prohibited 
to open the gates of a water channel running through 
one’s field in order to water the field. However, if he 
does this to catch the fish that come with the water, 
e.g, if he opens both sides of the channel so that the 
water enters his field and drains from it, it is permitted 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 537:8). 


Cutting branches — may ny»x7P: It is prohibited to cut 
the branches of a tree if one’s intention is to enhance 
the growth of the tree, but if it is clear that he is cut- 
ting them to feed them to an animal, it is permitted 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 537:11). 


Unripe dates — ybnin ‘yan: Fruit that is slightly rip- 
ened and is minimally edible may be picked on the 
intermediate days of a Festival in order to be eaten. If 
one picked them in order to eat them and there was 
fruit left over, and he is concerned that they will spoil, 
he may press them so that they not become ruined. 
However, he may not pick them from the outset in 
order to press them. In the case of a fruit that will not 
be available after the Festival, it is permitted even 
to pick them in order to press them, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rav Pappa (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 533:3). 


NOTES 


If his intention is to prepare a threshing floor [bei 
darei] — ‘V1 937 KNYN: Some explain that bei darei 
refers to a sheep pen. The continuation of the Gemara 
is to be understood in light of the fact that it is not 
necessary to flatten the entire field in order to con- 
struct a sheep pen (Jalmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; 
Tosefot HaRosh). 


From one mound onto another mound - xia 
sna: Many commentaries had a different version of 
he text, according to which the ground is completely 
flattened for a threshing floor, whereas one is not as 
particular about this for a field (Rabbeinu Gershom 
eor HaGola; Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). Con- 
versely, some say that not only does a threshing floor 
not have to be entirely flat; it is actually convenient for 
here to be a slope (Rid; Ran). All agree that the differ- 
ence is that in the first case, one flattens only part of 
he field, primarily the mounds and furrows, whereas 
in the second case one tries to render the entire field 
completely flat. Rabbeinu Hananel explains mulya 
and natza to mean soft and hard places in the ground, 
respectively. 
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NOTES 
Any commerce - sams pap: Even though this 
seems obvious from the mishna in the next chapter, it 
was necessary for Rava to emphasize that this applies 
not only to a substantial business deal, but even to a 
trivial one (Jal Hayyim). 


A matter that, if left unattended, will result in sig- 
nificant loss — Taxi 13%: There are many different 
opinions about how to define a loss with regard to 
this halakha. The primary dispute is about whether the 
loss must be in the principal itself (Tosafot; see Rosh), 
or whether it can even be in the potential profit that 
one can earn (see Rashi and Ritva). 


HALAKHA 


Commerce on the intermediate days of a Festi- 
val — yina KW: It is prohibited to engage in 
commerce, including both selling and purchasing 
merchandise, on the intermediate days of a Festival. It 
is also prohibited to collect a loan that one had made 
if he needs the money for his business. The Taz holds 
that if he does not have to go to court, but merely 
needs to demand that the money be repaid, it is per- 
mitted. Others hold that even this is prohibited (Rabbi 
Akiva Eiger, citing Rosh). However, if he will not be 
able to find his debtor after the Festival, or if for any 
reason he will not be able to collect his loan, he may 
collect it on the intermediate days of the Festival. If 
he has the opportunity to make a great profit he may 
engage in commerce privately and then use his profits 
generously for the sake of the Festival (see Jerusalem 
Talmud; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 539:1, and the 
comment of Rema). 


Perek | 
Daf11 Amuda 


HALAKHA 
A fair of pagan gentiles - mià hw TPY: It is permitted 
to attend a fair of pagan gentiles and to buy animals, 
slaves, maidservants, houses, and fields. One may also 
write the necessary deeds and confirm them in the 
gentile courts (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 149:3). 
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§ And Rava also said: Any commerce" is prohibited on the 
intermediate days of a Festival. Rabbi Yosei bar Avin said: But 
with regard to a matter that, if left unattended, will result in 
significant loss," it is permitted." The Gemara relates that 
Ravina once had a joint business venture that could have been 
sold for six thousand dinars, but he delayed selling it until after 
the intermediate days of a Festival, and he sold it then for 
twelve thousand dinars. 


It is further related that Ravina had lent money to the residents 
of the fortress of Shanvata. He came before Rav Ashi and 
said to him: What is the halakha with regard to going to them 
now, on the intermediate days of the Festival, to collect my debt? 
Rav Ashi said to him: Since it is now that you will find them, 
whereas on other days you will not find them, as during the 
year these people would travel from place to place to earn their 
livelihood, this is treated like merchandise that will be lost, 
and it is therefore permitted. 


The Gemara adds: So too, it is taught in a baraita with regard 
to idol worship like this case: One may go 


to a fair of pagan gentiles" held on a day they have designated 
for idol worship and buy animals, slaves, maidservants, houses, 
fields, and vineyards from them. And he may write the neces- 
sary deeds and confirm them in their courts [arkaot]"" by veri- 
fying the signatures on the documents to prevent the sellers 
from appealing and retracting the sale. Although this behavior 
might be construed as a display of respect for the gentiles and 
their idols, itis nevertheless permitted because it is as ifhe were 
rescuing his property from their hands, as he would not have 
another opportunity to acquire these items. This indicates that 
time-sensitive transactions are considered like cases where one 
might suffer financial loss, and are permitted. 


LANGUAGE 


Courts [arkaot] - nixa: Apparently from the Greek apxetov, to create a word that sounds like Hebrew. In talmudic parlance, 


arkheyon, which can be translated in a number of ways, including 
the seat of a judge, or the site of the local ruling council. Appar- 


arkaot refer to the official gentile courts, as opposed to the Jewish 
rabbinical courts. 


ently this word was adopted into the Hebrew root a-r-kh in order 


Gentile fairs and courts — nixaw1 oP: Ordinarily, one may 
not do business at a fair of idol-worshipping gentiles, as the fair 
is held in honor of an idol, and the gentile will come to thank his 


NOTES 


if the laws are the same as Jewish laws on the issue at hand, as 
this accords honor to the pagans and detracts from the honor of 
the Jewish people. 


god for his success. One may also not employ a gentile court, even 
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It was related that Rav permitted Hiyya bar Ashi to weave 
simple traps [oharei]"® on the intermediate days of a Festival. 
The Gemara explains: What is the reason for this? It is because 
it is the work of a layman. However, complex nets [izlei]™" are 
prohibited." What is the reason? It is the work of a 
craftsman, which is prohibited on the intermediate days of 
a Festival. 


It was further related that Rav Yehuda permitted Ami the oven 
maker to construct ovens on the intermediate days of a 
Festival and Rabba bar Ashabi to craft sieves. The Gemara 
asks: Is that really so? Didn’t Rabba bar Shmuel teach the 
following baraita: And they all agree that one may not con- 
struct a new oven on the intermediate days of a Festival. The 
Gemara answers that this is not difficult: Here, where Rav 
Yehuda permitted constructing an oven, he was referring to the 
summer, i.e., when the weather is hot and dry, so the oven can 
dry out and already be fit for use on the Festival; there, where 
the baraita prohibits constructing an oven, it is referring to the 
rainy season," i.e., when the weather is such that the oven 


will not be ready for use on the Festival. 
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MISHNA One may construct a railing for a 


roof or a balcony if it is done in a non- 


professional manner, as the work of a layman, but not if it is 
done skillfully, as the work of a craftsman. One may plaster 
the cracks" in an oven and roll over them with a roller,’ a 
wooden tool used to smooth out clay, with a hand or a foot, 


but not with a presser," a tool that is specially designed for 


this task. 


Simple traps [oharei] and complex nets [izlei] — ix 
Done: There are various opinions as to the meaning of oha- 
rei and izlei. Some maintain that oharei are traps used to 
catch fish, whereas izlei are nets used to catch birds (Rashi). 
Others suggest that both are used to catch fish, but oharei 
are small nets, while iz/ei are large and intricate professional 
nets (Rashi on Rif; Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). Yet oth- 
ers propose that oharei are fish nets made from branches, 
whereas izlei are nets woven from fabric (Rabbeinu Hananel; 
Ra‘avad; Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; Ritva). 


To construct [/lemigdal] ovens - 91139 Dawah: Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan of Lunel understands that lemigdali is like lemigbal, 
meaning to mix [/egabel] clay to construct an oven. Others 
explain that the term /emigdal, means to tie, as they would 
tie branches together to build the frame of the oven, cover 
the frame with clay, and then fire it in a kiln (Rashi on Rif; 
Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; Ritva; Meiri). Rabbi Shlomo 
ben HaYatom suggests that they made ovens by weaving 
together rolls of clay. 


NOTES 


The summer and the rainy season — nin” man nin» 
mwa: Most commentaries interpret these terms as refer- 
ring to Passover and Sukkot respectively. However, Talmid 
Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris explains that it depends on the actual 
weather conditions at a given time. 


A roller [magila] and a presser [mahalatzayim] - - abaya 
poy rar: There are various opinions about the meaning of 
these terms. Some suggest that a magila is a roller made of 
wood or stone with which roofs are straightened (Arukh). 
Others propose that it is a large and heavy piece of wood 
that is used to even out plaster (Rabbi Shlomo ben 
HaYatom). 

According to most commentaries, mahalatzayim refers to 
a trowel (Rashi on Rif; Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel; Rabbi 
Zekharya Agamati; Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). Others say 
that it is a piece of wood that is used to knock the plaster 
in order to even it out, which is difficult work (Meiri). The 
Arukh explains that the term mahalatzayim refers to the 
handles of the roller. 


HALAKHA 


Fish traps on a Festival — tyiaa O37 Ninwn: It is permitted 
to produce fish traps from willow branches on the intermedi- 
ate days of a Festival, as this is an ordinary, unskilled task, but 
one may not weave nets, as this is the work of a craftsman 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 541:1). 


An oven on a Festival — yina 313M: It is permitted to con- 
struct earthenware ovens and stoves if there is sufficient 
time for them to dry and be used on the Festival. The same 
applies to pots and other utensils (Rema). If it is cold, it is 


permitted to construct an oven for heating (Magen Avraham) 
and to repair a window (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 540:7; 
Hayyei Adam). 


Fixing cracks — 91 jP: It is permitted to fix cracks in 
the roof with one’s hand or foot on the intermediate days of 
a Festival, but not with a craftsman’s tools. If rain is leaking 
into the house, he may fix the roof even with tools (Shu/han 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 540:3; Beur Halakha). 


LANGUAGE 
Traps [oharei] — "4x: This word seems to be related to the word 
harayot, palm branches. Oharei refers to baskets that are made of 
palm branches and used to catch fish. 


Complex nets [izlei] - ye: This word stems from the Syriac root 
azel, which means a target. The reference is to a net woven from 
string by a skilled craftsman. 


BACKGROUND 
Traps [oharei] — 71: According to the geonim, oharei are types 
of baskets made from braided palm branches that were used to 
catch fish or birds. The fish or bird would enter the basket on its 


own, and when it attempted to exit, the top of the basket would 
close. 


Traditional fish trap 


To construct ovens - 137 Dph: This term, which literally 
means braiding ovens, alludes to the manner in which they would 
construct clay ovens. First they would form a frame out of soft 
branches. Clay would be applied to the frame, and afterward when 
the oven would be heated, the branches would burn and the walls 
of the oven would turn hard and strong. 


Roller - mayn: In the talmudic era, most roofs were flat and lined 
with plaster, which would be reapplied each year before the rainy 
season. It was necessary to ensure that the surface of the roof 
would be smooth and at a very slight incline. The first stage in the 
process of smoothing the plaster was done with a roller, a large, 
circular piece of wood that would be rolled over the roof while 
the plaster was still moist. One would generally grip the roller by 
its handle, but it could be used without a handle as well. After this 
first stage was completed, the second, more precise stage would 
be done with a presser. 


Ancient rollers found at Mount Gerizim 
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NOTES 


The hinge [tzir], the cylinder [tzinor], and the cross 
beam [kora] — mipm Vive VT: Most commentaries 
understand that tzir refers to a hinge upon which the door 
swivels. Others suggest that it is the hole into which the 
hinge is inserted (Rid). 

According to most commentaries, tzinor refers to the 
hole into which the hinge is inserted. Some explain that 
it is a water pipe (Rambam's Commentary on the Mishna). 
The kora is a crossbeam that reinforces the door or serves 
as a bolt (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). Alternatively, it 
refers to a beam that supports the house (Rabbeinu Yeho- 
natan of Lunel). The reason that these items may be fixed 
on the intermediate days of a Festival is that the lack of a 
functioning door is likely to cause an irretrievable loss, in 
accordance with the talmudic adage: An opening beckons 
to a thief (Rambam; Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel; Riaz). 


As if with a roller, with a hand or a foot — abaya pya 
baa #3: For those who explain that magila is a kind of 
roller and mahalatzayim is a trowel, this should be under- 
stood as follows: Not only is a roller, which is a special 
tool used to even out a roof, prohibited; even a trowel is 
prohibited. One may only do the work by hand, and this 
is permitted even if the finished product is as smooth 
and beautiful as if a tool had been used. According to the 
Arukh, who explains mahalatzayim as the handles of the 
roller, this means that one is permitted to use a roller but 
only without the handles, by rolling it with his hand or his 
foot (see Meiri). 


Sickles and chisels — »¥M1 an: Rashi and the Rid main- 
tain that tools that emit almost no noise are permitted. 
Most commentaries understand that sickles are tools that 
are not made for this kind of work, as opposed to chisels, 
which are the tools of craftsmen (Commentary on Moed 
Katan; Tosefot HaRosh; Ritva). 


HALAKHA 

Fixing a door or a lock - aay nan ppm: Ifthe hinges 
of a door, its lock, key, cylinder, or crossbeam break even 
slightly, regardless of whether they are made from wood 
or metal, it is permitted to repair them on the intermediate 
days of a Festival in the usual manner. This is true only if 
one does not intentionally leave the repairs to be done 
on the Festival (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 540:4, and 
the comment of Rema). 
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With regard to the hinge ofa door, and the cylinder of the hinge, 
and the cross beam" that holds the door, and a lock and a key 
that broke, one may fix them on the intermediate days of a Fes- 
tival as these items are essential for the Festival and their repair 
cannot be delayed." This is permitted, provided that he does not 
intend ahead of time to do his labor on the Festival and delay it 
until that time. 


And with regard to all preserved food from which one can eat 
on the Festival, since they become ready to be eaten in a short 
amount of time, he may preserve them on the intermediate days 


of a Festival. 
G E M A The Gemara asks: What are the circum- 
stances in which a railing is considered 
the work of a layman? Rav Yosef said: When it is made with 
palm branches and the branches of bay trees, which do not cre- 
ate a permanent structure. It was taught in a baraita that he fills 
in the space with stone but he does not plaster the stones with 
clay. 


It was taught in the mishna: One may plaster the cracks in an 
oven and roll over them with a roller, with a hand or a foot, but 
not with a presser. The Gemara asks: Now that you said that it is 
permitted to roll over the cracks with a roller, is it necessary to 
say that one may plaster the cracks with a hand or a foot? The 
Gemara answers that this is what the mishna is saying: One may 
plaster the cracks in an oven and roll over them as if with a 
roller, meaning with a hand or a foot," but not with a presser, 
which is a craftsman’s tool made especially for this. 


It was taught in the mishna: With regard to the hinge of a door, 
and the cylinder of the hinge, and the cross beam that holds the 

door, and a lock and a key that broke, one may fix them on the 

intermediate days of a Festival. The Gemara raises a contradic- 
tion to this from a different mishna (Ma‘aser Sheni 5:15): Until 

the days of Yohanan the High Priest, workmen’s hammers would 

beat in Jerusalem on the intermediate days of a Festival. One can 
deduce from this mishna that until his days, yes, the workmen’s 

hammers would beat, but from then on, no, because Yohanan 

the High Priest banned such work. This seems to contradict the 

mishna here that permits fixing certain items on the intermediate 

days of the Festival. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult: There, when it is pro- 
hibited, it is referring to the work of smiths, which generates a 
great deal of noise; here, where it is permitted, it is referring to 
the work of carpenters, which is much quieter. 


Rav Hisda strongly objects to this: If so, people will say that a 
loud noise is prohibited, but a soft noise is permitted. Rather, 
Rav Hisda said that the apparent contradiction is not difficult 
for a different reason: This mishna that permits labor is referring 
to sickles, as sickles emit no noise at all; whereas that mishna that 
prohibits labor is referring to chisels." Rav Pappa said: Here 
in the mishna it is referring to the period before the decree of 
Yohanan the High Priest; whereas there in the other mishna it is 
referring to the period after the decree. 


Rav Ashi said: That mishna, which prohibits this labor, was 
taught in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda; while 
this mishna was taught in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei. As Rabbi Yitzhak bar Avdimi said: Who is the tanna who 
taught that all labor performed on the intermediate days of a 
Festival must be done with a change, i.e., in an altered manner, 
even with regard to a matter that will be lost if timely action 
is not taken? It is not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei, as Rabbi Yosei permits doing labor that will prevent 
financial loss even when it is done in the usual manner. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission 


IPNI PVT [WDD NPI TN 
KWINT NIM KOTI KOVAL 
pon- Na 


shag Se m 3 ay Kma wai 
amb way KMI anny ay KADY 


APPA TIP KN 


KY te an XTX moy 2x 
env sepia We i 2% 
m? i paw oxy rap TYNT 


Tn KILITI Ww ITNT KDN) 
EN my wx Tiag ATV bon 


“in ‘was mo 


sax Daxmn 12 7 > OX 
wm) yay enw KI D YY 
rab yop xn boxy SYN pW 
gene pry > may senha W 

baxi 


Fishing on the Festival 


— “Yina 3: One may trap as many fish 
as he can on the intermediate days of a Festival and salt them 
all, as it is possible for him to eat them on the Festival. Likewise, 


Ravina said: In accordance with whose opinion do we now lift 
the lintel above the door" in order to drive in the nails that had 
loosened on the intermediate days of a Festival in the usual man- 
ner? In accordance with whose opinion is this done? It is done in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, who permits labor 
that will prevent financial loss even when it is done in the usual 
manner. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: With regard to all preserved food 
from which he can eat on the Festival, he may preserve them on 
the intermediate days of a Festival. The Gemara relates that the 
Bedita River once overflowed, depositing large quantities of fish" 
in small water deposits on the river bank on the intermediate days 
ofa Festival. Everyone went and trapped and brought home fish," 
and Rava permitted them to salt some of the fish. 


Abaye’ said to him: Didn’t we learn in the mishna: With regard to 
all preserved food from which he can eat on the Festival, he may 
preserve them on the intermediate days of a Festival? In this case 
it was impossible to eat that much fish on the Festival, and therefore 
preserving them should have been prohibited. Rava said to him: 
Since they initially brought these fish with the intention of eating 
them on the Festival,’ and it only became clear afterward that they 
had brought too many, and if one would leave them without salting 
them they would be ruined, they are treated like merchandise that 
will be lost, and therefore preserving them is permitted. 


And some say that it did not happen in this manner, rather, Rava 
permitted them to trap the fish, to bring them home, and to salt 
them. Abaye said to him: Didn’t we learn in the mishna: With 
regard to all preserved food from which he can eat on the Festival, 
he may preserve them on the intermediate days of a Festival? These 
fish were heavily salted and consequently could not be eaten until 
they thoroughly dried out. 


Rava said to him: These fish that were just salted can also be eaten 
now, by pressing out the salt and brine, and therefore, they too are 
fit to be eaten on the Festival, as in that case of Shmuel, where they 
prepared recently salted fish for him by pressing it sixty times and 
he ate the fish. The Gemara relates that Rava happened to come to 
the house of the Exilarch and they prepared freshly salted fish for 
him by pressing it sixty times, and he ate it. 


HALAKHA 

it is permitted to catch them in public, as it is clear to all that it 
is for the Festival (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 53:34, and the 
comment of Rema). 


Abaye and Rava - 821) "aN: Abaye, whose name was Nahmani 
ben Kaylil, and Rava, whose name was Abba ben Yosef bar Hama, 
were among the great Sages of the fourth generation of Babylo- 
nian amora’im, and lived in the fourth century CE. The dialogues 
between Abaye and Rava recorded in the Gemara are classic 
examples of talmudic debate, so much so that the Gemara itself 
is referred to as the discussions of Abaye and Rava. Among their 
hundreds of disagreements, the accepted halakhic ruling follows 


he opinion of Abaye in only six cases. 


PERSONALITIES 


Abaye and Rava were close friends, and their teachings often 
appear together in the Gemara. Abaye was orphaned at the time 
of his birth and raised by his paternal uncle, Rabba. Rava also 
studied under Rabba as a student in the academy in Pumbedita. 
After the death of Rabba and of Rav Yosef, Abaye was chosen to 
head the academy in Pumbedita, and Rava moved to Mehoza, 
where he headed a yeshiva. Following Abaye's death, many of 
the students in Pumbedita joined Rava in Mehoza, which had 
become the center of Torah study in Babylonia. 


rom the publisher 


NOTES 

The lintel above the door - xw KNPAP: The meaning 
of this term is in dispute. Some understand that it refers 
to a lintel from which nails have fallen out (Ran; see Rabbi 
Shlomo ben HaYatom). Others explain that it is a bolt that 
fell out of place and needs to be reinforced with nails 
(Commentary on Moed Katan; Tosefot HaRosh). There are 
also those who understand that it refers to the door's lock. 
Yet others suggest that it is the hole into which the bolt is 
inserted (Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). 


The Bedita River overflowed [/evai], depositing large 
quantities of fish — 3 ey) x74: Some understand 
that the river's waters overflowed its banks and some 
of the fish were carried out into the neighboring fields 
(Tosefot HaRosh; Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). Others 
interpret /evai as the name of a place, or meaning to dry 
up. They explain that the river went dry or its waters were 
diverted, leaving fish on the river bed (Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola; Rashi; Rid). 


Since they initially brought these fish with the inten- 
tion of eating them on the Festival — Kapa jyD 
WINN abot XOY: It is clear from this discussion 
that it would have been prohibited to catch the fish with 
the intention of leaving them for after the Festival. The 
Ra’avad questions why this case is different than the case 
cited in the Jerusalem Talmud of a passing caravan that 
offers a unique business opportunity. The halakha is that 
it is permitted to conduct business in that case because 
not doing so would be considered an irretrievable loss. 
Here, too, the opportunity to catch these fish should be 
treated similarly. He answers by distinguishing between 
buying and selling merchandise and acquiring ownerless 
property; the latter can never be considered a loss. Alter- 
natively, there is a difference between conducting busi- 
ness, which is prohibited only due to the exertion involved, 
and catching fish, which involves a prohibited labor. 
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BACKGROUND 

Close to spoiling is at its best - yn mpd map: One 
of the ways of processing raw meat is to leave it out for an 
extended period of time, almost to the point of rotting. With 
he help of bacteria, the meat begins to decompose and the 
hard meat softens. This bacterial activity also adds flavor to 
he meat. It seems that certain fish (see Josafot) were also 
prepared in this manner. Of course, this process can lead 
0 food poisoning if the meat or fish are left out too long. 


Ways to eat fish - 034 nox 1271: The Ra’avad explains that 
hese pieces of advice were intended to ensure that the food 
not be digested too quickly and that the digestive process 
not interfere with sleep. Therefore, one was advised not go 
o sleep immediately after eating. On the other hand, it was 
believed that alcoholic beverages, e.g., beer, and certainly 
wine, speed up the digestion of fats, and so, in order to 
prolong the feeling of satiation and the taste of the food, it 
was advised that one not drink such beverages after eating 
hese foods. 


—— NOTES A — 
Eat it with its son - maa don: Some explain that this 
means that it should be eaten with a sauce made from 


young fish, in which case the word son is even more pre- 
cise (Arukh). 


Let the body carry [liton] them — x93 tar: Rav Sherira 
Gaon explains that these foods are good for the body but 
increase semen, and therefore it is better not to go to sleep 
immediately after eating them. Some have an alternative 
version of the text that reads: Let the body taste [/itom] them, 
which means that the tastes of these foods remain in one’s 
mouth for a certain period of time after they are eaten, and 
therefore it is recommended that one let the body savor 
these tastes and not go to sleep immediately (Ra’avad). 


Cress - nn: Some explain that the reference is to a type of 
dates (Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). 
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Apropos eating fish in various ways, the Gemara relates that Rav 
once happened to come to the house of Rav Shapir, and they 
brought before him a certain fish, of which one- third was 
cooked, one-third was salted and made edible via pressing, and 
one-third was broiled. 


Rav said: Adda the fisherman told me that a fish that has sat for 
some time and is close to spoiling is at its best.” And Rav also 
said: Adda the fisherman told me: With regard to a fish, broil 
it with its brother, i.e., with salt, which, like fish, also comes from 
the sea; place it in its father, i.e., in water; and eat it with its son," 
i.e., with fish brine which comes from it; and drink after it its 
father, i.e., water.’ 


And in addition Rav said: Adda the fisherman told me: After 
eating fish, cress, and milk, let the body carry them" and let 
not the bed carry them, i.e., it is advisable to go for a walk after 
eating them, rather than immediately going to sleep. And Rav 
said: Adda the fisherman told me: After eating fish, cress," and 
milk, it is better to drink water and not beer, and if he has no 
water, he should drink beer and not wine, in order to avoid 
harming his body. 
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Despite the fact that the Sages stated that the halakhot of the Festival are sterile, i.e., 
isolated, and may not be learned one from the other (Moed Katan 12a), there are clear 
criteria that can be used to determine which activities are prohibited or permitted 
on the intermediate days of the Festival. 


Among the activities permitted on the intermediate days of the Festival are those 
that are defined as incurring financial loss, i.e., refraining from this work will cause 
significant loss, and therefore the Sages permitted them on the intermediate days of 
the Festival. 


Another category of permitted activity on the intermediate days of the Festival 
includes labors that are not performed by craftsmen, i.e., those that do not require a 
specific skill, or that are not performed in the manner of the craftsmen. Additionally, 
an activity that is necessary for the celebration of the Festival would be permitted 
on the intermediate days of the Festival. In general, the Sages prohibited labors that 
involved significant exertion, especially those that were directly related to agricultural 
labor. 


Because there was often a clash between the various criteria delineated above, the 
Sages established individualized rulings on a case by case basis. In each case, in order 
to determine the halakha they applied the principles that had been set in place. 


With regard to the injunction to rejoice on the Festival, it was concluded that one 
should not do anything on the intermediate days of the Festival that would likely 
lead to distress. Thus, a priest may not examine a leper on the intermediate days of 
the Festival, and one may not make public eulogies during this period. Out of a 
similar concern for the commandment to rejoice on the Festival, the Sages prohibited 
marrying during this time, as this would impinge upon the preparations for the 
Festival as well as introduce a conflicting source of celebration. 


Summary of 
Perek | 


65 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


The clarification of the conditions and considerations that permit or prohibit labor 
on the intermediate days of a Festival is the central topic of this chapter. 


In the previous chapter the justifications for a person’s performing labor on the 
intermediate days of a Festival were discussed. One of the most common and 
important dispensations to work on the intermediate days of a Festival would be for 
a matter for which there is a high probability that loss will occur if timely action is 
not taken to safeguard it. In the present chapter the discussion of various issues, with 
regard to which such a concern is significant, continues. 


One question is: What exactly is a matter that, if left unattended, will result in 
meaningful loss? Would an item suffering any amount of damage or monetary loss 
be considered a matter that will be lost? Or perhaps only the probability of serious 
damage or monetary loss would permit the performance of labor on the intermediate 
days of a Festival. 


Another fundamental question concerns employment of artifice, since a person could 
intentionally create circumstances that require performing labor on the intermediate 
days of a Festival such that, if he does not perform it at that time, it will cause a 
great loss. The question, therefore, is whether we operate according to the existing 
situation, which has been caused by artifice, in which we have a matter that will be 
lost that can justify performing labor, or whether we punish the perpetrator for his 
trickery. 


Two other justifications for the performance of labor on the intermediate days of a 
Festival are discussed in this chapter: Performance of labor for the community and 
performance of labor in order to enable the laborer to have food for the days of the 
Festival. 


Introduction to 
Perek II 
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MI S H N A The mishna discusses one who had already 


turned over his olives™ as part of the 
process of preparing them for pressing, and mourning for a close 
relative befell him" and as a result he was prohibited from engaging 
in work, or some other unavoidable accident occurred, or his 
workers misled him, promising to come but failing to do so, so 
that he could not press his olives before the Festival. Under these 
circumstances, during the intermediate days of the Festival, he may 
place the olives in the press and load the beam’ with weights for 
the initial pressing of the olives and leave it this way until after 
the Festival; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Yosei says: He may press the olives and complete the pro- 
cess and then plug each barrel of oil in its usual manner." Since 
delay can entail financial loss, the Sages did not require him to alter 


the normal process of extracting the oil. 
GEMA The Gemara asks: The tanna opens the 
mishna with a case of mourning and ends 
it with the halakhot of the intermediate days of the Festival, leaving 
the connection between them unclear. Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, 
said: That is to say: Actions that are permitted on the intermedi- 
ate days of a Festival" are prohibited during the days of one’s 
mourning." Therefore, if a mourning period befell one before the 
Festival, and he could not prepare properly for the Festival due to 
the prohibition against performance of labor by a mourner, he is 
permitted to perform labor during the intermediate days of the 


Festival to avoid financial loss. 


Mourning befell him -52% iy P: Rashi explains that this 
mishna is addressing two distinct cases: The case of one 
whose relative died unrelated to the Festival and was there- 
fore prohibited from completing the process of pressing his 
olives, etc., and a different case of one who suffered some 
accident that prevented him from completing the process 
of pressing his olives before the Festival. According to Rashi, 
he dispute between Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei is with 
regard to the labors permitted either during the mourning 
period or during the intermediate days of the Festival. Other 
commentaries understand the mourning as occurring right 
before the Festival. According to that explanation, it is merely 
another example of an unforeseen circumstance that can 
interfere with preparations for the Festival, and the dispute 
between Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei with regard to what 
one is permitted to do concerns only the intermediate days 
of the Festival (Ritva). 


And plug each barrel of oil in its usual manner - 3713 93: 
The early authorities understood the dispute between Rabbi 
Yehuda and Rabbi Yosei in different ways. Some maintain 
that they disagree with regard to whether labor is permitted 
during the intermediate days of a Festival in order to prevent 
even a moderate loss. The most valuable oil is extracted in 
the first press, and the loss of the oil extracted subsequently 


NOTES 


is not as substantial (Rashi; Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel; 
Ritva). Others explain that the dispute is about the nature of 
the allowance to perform labor during the intermediate days 
of the Festival due to financial loss. Rabbi Yehuda requires 
that it be performed in an altered manner and Rabbi Yosei 
permits one to perform the labor in the usual way (Rosh). 


That is to say, actions permitted on the intermediate days 
of a Festival, etc. -^3 Yina paayan ONT NMN NN: Rav 
Sheisha’s point is that the allowance of labor on the interme- 
diate days of the Festival in order to avoid financial loss does 
not apply in parallel to one who is in mourning. According to 
those who explain that the mourning period mentioned in 
the mishna is merely an example of circumstances interfer- 
ing with preparations for the Festival, Rav Sheisha’s point is 
derived directly from the fact that the mishna allows labor 
in cases of loss on the Festival. Since the loss in this case 
arises from the fact that one could not complete his labor 
beforehand because he was in mourning, it must be the 
case that such labors were prohibited during the mourning 
period (Ritva). According to Rashi’s reading of the mishna, 
Rav Sheisha's point is derived from the fact that the mishna 
specifies the allowance only in the context of the Festival. 


BACKGROUND Ž 
Turning over the olives — Dnt n2: In order to extract the 
maximum amount of oil from olives, one must first soften them. 
For this purpose, they are collected into piles. The fermentation 
that results releases heat, which aids the softening process but 
necessitates that the olives be turned from time to time to prevent 
spoilage. 


Beam - nip: The beam of an olive press is a large, heavy pole that 
is placed in a hole in a wall above a basket of olives and weighted 
down on the other side in such a way that it presses down on the 
olives. The olive oil that is squeezed out is collected in a hole in 
the ground or in special utensils prepared for it. 


Ancient olive press 


| HALAKHA 

One who had already turned over his olives — prt ny JOMW "a: 
f one had turned over his olives, or had his wine in the pit, and 
an unavoidable accident befell him, preventing him from finishing 
he task on time, or even if he began these labors because he 
hought he could complete them after the Festival but was in 
act unable to do so, then since it is a matter that, if unattended, 
will result in significant loss, he may finish it as usual and line 
he barrels with pitch. Any labor that, if unattended, will result 
in significant loss is permitted on the intermediate days of the 
Festival (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 538:1). 


Festival and mourning - Say “yin: With regard to all matters 
hat are permitted on the intermediate days of a Festival for the 
needs of the Festival, a mourner is prohibited from engaging in 
hem, even through others (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 380710). 
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NOTES 


Rav Ashi said that he is speaking utilizing the didactic 
style of: It is not necessary - sya KY DX WX 17 
‘wax: Rav Ashi disagrees with Rav Sheisha and claims 
that there is an allowance for performance of labor to 
avoid financial loss during the mourning period as well. 
In fact, since the mourning period is by rabbinic law 
while the intermediate days of the Festival are by Torah 
law, one could derive the allowance with regard to the 
mourning period from the halakha pertaining to the 
intermediate days of the Festival a fortiori (Rid). Accord- 
ing to the reading of the mishna that the mourning 
period occurs just before the Festival and serves as the 
justification for performing labor during the Festival, Rav 
Ashi claims that mourning can justify performing labor 
during the Festival even though in principle labor was 
permitted during the mourning period that befell him 
just before the Festival (Ritva). 


On the intermediate days of the Festival, when the 
prohibition against labor is by Torah law - “yina 
MONT Taxy VT: Rav Ashi’s statement serves 
as evidence for those commentaries that understand 
that the prohibition against performing labor during the 
intermediate days of a Festival is by Torah law. Those who 
argue that it is a rabbinic decree explain that Rav Ashi’s 
point is that the prohibition against performing labor 
during the intermediate days of a Festival is more strin- 
gent than during the mourning period. This is because 
there is at least an intimation in the Torah to that effect 
with regard to Festivals, as opposed to the mourning 
period, where there is no such association (Tosefot Rab- 
beinu Yehuda HaHasid). 


HALAKHA 


A matter relating to a mourner that, if unattended, 
will result in significant loss — barb FANT It: It is 
permitted for others to perform labor for a matter that, 
if unattended, will result in significant loss for a mourner. 
Labors prohibited on the intermediate days of a Festival 
because they require excessive effort or a high level of 
expertise may be performed for the mourner by others. 
Some permit the mourner himself to perform tasks that 
cannot be performed by others and that, if unattended, 
will result in significant loss (Rema, citing Ramban and 
Rosh). According to some opinions, it is permitted for 
the mourner himself to perform labor after the first 
three days of mourning in cases of significant loss, but 
he should perform such tasks only in private (Shakh; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 380:5). 
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Rav Ashi said that the tanna of the mishna is speaking utilizing 
the didactic style of: It is not necessary," and he is teaching two 
separate halakhot, one about mourning and the other about the 
Festival: It is not necessary to state that during the days of his 
mourning, when the prohibition against labor is rabbinic, it is 
permitted to perform labor that, if delayed, could cause serious loss; 
but even on the intermediate days of the Festival, when the prohi- 
bition against performing labor is by Torah law," performing such 
labor is permitted because in a case ofa loss the Sages permitted it. 


The Gemara comments: It is taught in a baraita in accordance with 

the opinion of Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi: These are actions that 

others perform for the mourner during the days of his mourning: 

Ifhis olives have already been turned over, they may load them for 

him into the olive press, and likewise if his cask needs to be plugged, 
orifhis flax needs to be lifted out of the soaking pool’ where it will 

rotifnot removed in time, or ifhis wool needs to be lifted from the 

cauldron into which it was placed for dyeing, they perform all these 

actions for him. They also irrigate his field when his turn for water® 

arrives, as in many places, each field would receive water in turn 

according to a prearranged schedule. If one does not utilize the water 

when his turn arrives, he loses that water. This supports Rav Sheisha’s 

opinion that the prohibition against performing labor is waived in 

cases of loss only on the Festival. Under such circumstances, labor 

is prohibited to a mourner and in cases of loss may only be per- 
formed for him by others. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Yehuda says: They also sow for him 
a plowed field or a field set aside for flax,’ where the time of sowing 
is critical. If the field is sown later, it will cause a loss. The Sages said 
to him: If that field is not sown in the early season, it can be sown 
in the later season; and similarly, if it is not sown with flax, it can 
be sown with another species. Therefore, this is not considered a 
great loss, and the Sages did not permit it. 


Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: If his olives have already 
been turned over and there is no skilled worker available who 
knows how to press them properly but him, or his cask needs to be 
plugged and there is no skilled worker available but him, or his 
flax needs to be lifted out of the soaking pool, or his wool needs 
to be lifted from the cauldron, and there is no skilled worker 
available but him, he may perform all of these actions himself in 
private." 


Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel said further: If this mourner was a 
craftsman who serves the public, providing a necessary service, or 
a barber or a bath attendant for the public, and the time of the 
Festival arrived, i.e., it was the eve of a Festival, and there is no other 
skilled worker available but him, then he may perform the labor 
even in public, as the needs of the public takes precedence over the 
mourning of an individual. 


Flax in a soaking pool - 


mwaa jnws: After the stems of flax 
are reaped, they are soaked in water in order to cause the husks 
around the fibers to rot. The fibers are then removed from the 


BACKGROUND 
its growth, and high temperatures or dryness can cause damage 
both to the quality of the fibers and the oil extracted from the 
flax seeds. 


water and beaten in order to remove unwanted material before 


the fibers are processed. If the flax soaks for too long, the fibers 


themselves might rot. 


Turn for water - Da7 my: In Eretz Yisrael, where water was 
scarce and depended upon shared springs, and in Babylonia, 
where the water reached the fields through irrigation canals, 
the owners of the fields would set turns for watering. Since the 
success of the crop depended upon its receiving water at the 
appropriate time, everyone would be careful not to lose his turn. 


Planting flax seed - jawa nym: Flax is planted during the winter, 
or shortly beforehand. Early planting is critical, particularly for flax 
grown for its fiber. This flax is made into linen, which was the main 
use of flax at the time of the Talmud. Flax requires cold weather for 


Flax field in bloom during the spring 
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The baraita continues: Tenant farmers, who farm others’ land in 
exchange for a certain percentage of the crop, and leasers,. who 
work the land in exchange for a fixed amount of the crop, and 
contractors,” who work the land in exchange for a set amount of 
money, are included amongst those for whom others may per- 
form their labor when they are in mourning." In contrast, donkey 
drivers, camel drivers," and sailors are those for whom others 
may not perform their work during their mourning periods. 
However, if they or their animals were leased or hired out to 
others, then they may perform work, because they were hired 
personally and cannot be replaced without loss. A day laborer, 
even if he is in a different city where his mourning status is not 
public knowledge, may not perform his work." Ifa commission 
for others was his responsibility, even if it was by contract and 
he was paid not by the day but upon its completion, he may not 
perform that labor." 


The statement in the baraita that one may not perform a task for 
others even if it was by contract implies that it is not necessary 
to state that if it was not by contract the work is prohibited to a 
mourner. The Gemara asks: On the contrary, when he works by 
contract it is considered as though it were his own work, since 
he simply receives payment for the completed task. Non- 
contracted labor, where he is paid for the time he works, is not 
viewed as his own and it is conceivable that it would be permitted 
during his mourning period. The Gemara concludes: Rather, 
emend the text and say that the baraita should read: Ifa commis- 
sion for others was his responsibility, whether by contract or not 
by contract, he may not perform it. 


The baraita continues: Ifhe commissioned others to perform his 
work," then if it was in his house they may not perform the work, 
but if it was in another house they may perform it. 


The Gemara relates that Maryon, son of Ravin, and Mar, son of 
Rav Aha, son of Rava, held a team of two oxen in partnership 
between them, one ox apiece. An event, i.e., a death in the family, 
befell Mar, son of Rav Aha, son of Rava, and he detached his ox 
from the team, preventing any work from being performed by the 
team, because he did not want work performed with his animal 
during his days of mourning. Rav Ashi said: A distinguished man 
like Mar, son of Rav Aha, is behaving this way? Granted, he is 
not concerned about his own loss, but is he not concerned 
about the loss of others, i.e., his partner? Isn’t it taught in the 
baraita cited above: If they or their animals were hired out or 
leased to others, then they may perform their work? In that case, 
why not allow the partner to work with the animal of Mar, son of 
Rav Aha?§4 


The Gemara explains: But Mar, son of Rav Aha, maintains: An 
important person’ is different. Even if strictly speaking some- 
thing is permitted, an important person must be more rigorous 
with himself, so that people learn not to take the halakha lightly. 


HALAKHA 


NOTES 
Tenant farmers and leasers, etc. — 131} PINT) por: 
Some commentaries understand that the tenant farm- 
ers and leasers themselves are mourners (Rashi; Rabbi 
Shlomo ben HaYatom). However, most maintain that the 
reference is to the tenant farmers, leasers, and contrac- 
tors of a mourner (Rif; Ra’avad; Rid; Rosh; Ramban). 


And contractors — phapm: The early commentaries ask: 
Why mention contractors together with tenant farmers 
and leasers, since the contractor performs his own work 
for a set amount of money? Some explain that the refer- 
ence is to a contractor who receives his payment from 
the produce of the field, and will therefore suffer a loss 
if the field is not worked properly (Rabbeinu Yehonatan 
of Lunel; Ran). 


Partners, one of whom is a mourner - apg wamw 
bax ni: According to the Ra’avad, the partner who is 
not in mourning may not work in public but may do so 
in private (see Meiri). This situation is discussed at greater 
ength in the Jerusalem Talmud. 


An important person - Iwy Dk: This is referring to one 
whose actions people take into consideration and learn 
rom. Such a person is obligated according to halakha 
o be stringent with himself even with regard to matters 
hat are technically permitted, since gossip about him 
can lead to desecration of God's name (see Rabbi Shlomo 
ben HaYatom). 


A tenant farmer during his mourning period - bax IDN: 
A tenant farmer who becomes a mourner is prohibited from 
performing labor himself, but it is permitted for him to have the 
work performed by others (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 380:12). 


Donkey drivers, camel drivers — poan „Parni: One who has a 
donkey, a boat, or the like and becomes a mourner, is prohibited 
from hiring it out to others during his mourning period. How- 
ever, if it was hired out already and the rental period has not 
yet concluded, it is permitted for the arrangement to continue 
(Ra'avad; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 380:14). 


Working in the field of a mourner — axa mwa mtiay: A 


day laborer may not work in the field of a mourner even in a 
different city (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 380:13). 


Amourner commissioned to perform a task for others — bax 
iva DINK naxdnw: A mourner may not perform labor for 
others, regardless of whether or not it is contract work. If it is a 
matter that, if unattended, will result in significant loss, he may 
have others perform it for him. Some say that even if there is 
no concern for loss, others may perform his work for him (Ateret 
Zahav; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 380:17). 


If he commissioned others to perform his work - 707 
DANK va inaxbn: A contractor may perform a commission 


for someone who became a mourner after the onset of the 
contract. If the job is movable, he should not perform it in the 
mourner’s house (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 380:18). 


Partners, one of whomis a mourner — bars DID INKY DOM: 
When one member of a partnership becomes a mourner, the 
other partners are prohibited from performing work in public, 
though they may continue to do so in private. If the mourner 
is an important person, and the partnership is associated with 
his name, his partners may not work even in private (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 80:21). 
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NOTES 


Gentile contractors — nbinp apn: Most com- 
mentaries explain that Shmuel’s extension of the 
prohibition against a gentile performing work for 
a Jew to include contract work was stated with 
regard to Shabbat and Festivals, as is indicated by 
Rav Mesharshiyya's qualification of that ruling stated 
later in the Gemara (Rashi; Ritva, citing Rabbeinu 
Yitzhak of Dampierre). However, some explain that 
this halakha was stated with regard to a mourner 
and that contract work by a gentile is permitted on 
Shabbat and Festivals (Rabbeinu Tam). 


But if there is another city in close proximity to 
there - ong sapay son xa bax: Rashi manu- 
script explains differently: If the city is nearby there 
is a concern lest one come to the assistance of the 
contractor. 


Even he did not enter it - mya by KY ng KT: 
Some ask: If he thought it was prohibited, why did 
he build it in the first place? They explain that he did 
not instruct the contractors to build at prohibited 
times and only discovered that they had done so 
after the fact (Rashi manuscript; Nimmukei Yosef). 


He provided... assistance - yD *y1D: Some 
early commentaries had the following version of 
he text: His slave provided assistance, i.e., without 
he master’s knowledge. The early commentaries 
discuss whether there is an actual halakhic prohi- 
bition against having labor performed for one by 
a contractor on Shabbat or a Festival when he or 
his slave is assisting by providing material. Some 
say that it is merely a stringency for an important 
person; others claim that for a permanent structure 
whose construction details are widely known, it is 
an unequivocal halakhic prohibition (see Meiri). 


Permitted the bath attendants, etc. - and Kw 
3) mana): According to most commentaries, the 
work performed by these bath attendants was not 
in itself prohibited on the intermediate days of the 
Festival. They derive from here that even permitted 
labor should not be performed for pay (see Rosh). 
This assumes that these workers were Jews. Others 
explain that these people were performing carpen- 
try work, which is prohibited labor, and they were 
gentiles (Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 


Conferring a favor, etc. — 131 171 WW: These 
workers were not paid a set salary; rather, they 
received only collateral benefits, such as food, or 
small gifts (Rabbeinu Hananel; Rashi manuscript). 
One early commentary explains that these people 
did not receive payment at all, and they donated 
their labor to the Exilarch (Rabbi Shlomo ben 
HaYatom). 
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§ Shmuel said: With regard to gentile contractors," who are 
paid for the completed job rather than by the day, it is prohibited 
for them to work for a Jew within the boundaries of the Shabbat 
limit on a day that it is prohibited for the Jew to work. 
It looks like the Jew assigned work for them to do on that day, 
even though they in fact make their own schedule. Outside the 
Shabbat limit, where Jews will not see the work being done, it is 
permitted. 


Rav Pappa said: And even outside the Shabbat limit, we said 
only that it is permissible to let them work when there is no other 
city in close proximity to there, but if there is another city in 
close proximity to there," it is prohibited, since the workis likely 
to be seen by a Jew. 


Rav Mesharshiyya said: And even when there is no other city 
in close proximity, we said that it is permissible for gentile con- 
tractors to work fora Jew only on Shabbatot and Festivals, when 
Jewish people do not routinely go there, i.e., to the place where 
the work is being performed. However, on the intermediate days 
of a Festival, when Jewish people routinely come and go from 
there and see the work being done, it is prohibited." 


The Gemara relates about Mar Zutra, son of Rav Nahman, that 
gentile contractors built a mansion [apadana]' for him outside 
the Shabbat limit. Rav Safra and Rav Huna bar Hinnana hap- 
pened to come there, but they did not enter it, because it had 
been built on Shabbat in a prohibited manner. And there are 
those who say: Even he, Mar Zutra himself, did not enter it." 


The Gemara asks: But didn’t Shmuel say: With regard to gentile 
contractors, within the boundaries of the Shabbat limit, it is 
prohibited to let them work on Shabbat, but outside the Shabbat 
limit it is permitted? The Gemara answers: An important person 
is different and must behave in a stricter manner. And there are 
those who say: He provided them with assistance’ with straw 
for making the bricks. Consequently, they were not fully indepen- 
dent contractors, and therefore it was prohibited for them to work 
on Shabbat, even outside the Shabbat limit. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Hama permitted the bath atten- 
dants [abunagrei]": of the Exilarch’s house to work for them, 
i.e., the Exilarch and his household, on the intermediate days of 
a Festival. He said in explanation of this leniency: Since they do 
not take payment for working during the week of the Festival, 
they are merely conferring a favor’ on the Exilarch. Therefore, it 
is not viewed as actual labor, and we have no problem with it." 


Mansion [apadana] - *278%: This word is men- 
tioned in the Bible (Daniel 11:45). Its origin is the Old 
Persian apadana, and from there it was adopted by 
a number of languages. It means a palace or audi- 
ence hall. 


Bath attendants [abunagrei] — 1anaK: The pre- 
ferred reading in the better manuscripts and medi- 
eval commentaries is avzangrei, which apparently 
comes from the Middle Persian abzan, bath, and the 
agent, gar, and means bath attendant. 


Gentile contractors - nyiap apn: If a Jew gives a gentile contract 


HALAKHA 


intermediate days of the Festival, even if the house is beyond the 


work to build his house or work his field, if the work is performed 
in the city or within the Shabbat limit, the Jew must not allow the 
gentile to perform it on Shabbat, lest those who see suspect him 
of misconduct, not knowing that it is contract work. Even if his 
neighbors are all gentiles, it is prohibited due to concern that Jewish 
passersby or the members of his own household will misinterpret 
the situation (Rema). If the work is done beyond the Shabbat limit 
and there is no other city nearby in which Jews dwell, he need 
not prevent the gentile from working on Shabbat (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 2447). 


The work of a gentile on the intermediate days of the Festi- 
val - yian bina 9132 Nay: It is prohibited to allow a gentile 
who was contracted to build a house for a Jew to work on the 


72 MOED KATAN PEREK II: 12A: 247/415 


Shabbat limit, in accordance with the ruling of Rav Mesharshiyya. 
If a house was built in this prohibited manner, it is permissible to 
enter the house (Magen Avraham; Taz). There is no obligation to 
prevent gentiles from doing contract work in the privacy of their 
own homes (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 543:2). 


Labor performed by others — oInNx » by TINY: One may not 
hire workers to perform labor that one is permitted to do oneself 
on the intermediate days of the Festival, though one may work for 
another for free. If a worker is not paid but is only allowed to eat with 
the employer, it is permitted. It is permitted to perform labor, even 
for pay, for a matter that, if unattended, will result in significant loss 
(Rema), but it is preferable to be stringent and have it done for free 
or by a gentile (Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 542:1). 
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The Sages taught in a baraita: Gentiles may receive contract 
work on the intermediate days of a Festival in order to execute 
it after the Festival, but it is prohibited to execute it during 
the Festival week itself. The principle of the matter is: Any 
action that a Jew may perform himself, he may tell a gentile to 
perform, and any action that he may not perform himself, he 
may not tell a gentile to perform. It is taught in another 
baraita: A gentile may receive contract work on the intermedi- 
ate days of a Festival in order to execute it after the Festival, 
provided that he does not measure, weigh, or count, in order 
to plan the work, in the same manner as he does on an ordinary 
weekday." 


The Sages taught in a baraita: One may not breed an animal, 
i.e., coax or compel a male to mate with a female, on the inter- 
mediate days of a Festival," as this is similar to prohibited labor. 
Similarly, one may not breed a firstborn animal, ™’ nor an 
unfit consecrated animal. It is prohibited to ever work these 
animals because of their sanctified status, and breeding them 
resembles working them. 


It is taught in another baraita: One may not breed an animal 
on the intermediate days of a Festival. Rabbi Yehuda says: If 
a she-donkey yearns for a mate because she is in heat, one may 
breed her with a male, lest she cool off, i.e., lest her estrus cycle 
pass without her mating, which will cause a significant loss. 
With regard to all other animals that are in heat, they are merely 
brought into corrals in which there are males, there being no 
need for further human intervention. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: One may not enclose livestock 
in particular areas of a field, in order to fertilize that area with 
their manure, on Shabbatot, or on Festivals, or on the inter- 
mediate days of a Festival." But if the animals came on their 
own to the field, it is permitted, and he need not remove them 
although he benefits from their manure. 


The baraita continues: And one may not assist gentile shep- 
herds in pasturing their sheep in his field so that it will be fertil- 
ized, nor may one provide them with a shepherd to help herd 

their sheep“ all around the field so that it is completely fertilized. 
If the gentile shepherds were hired by the week, by the month, 
by the year, or by the septennial period, i.e., the seven years 

from one Sabbatical Year to the next, one may assist them and 

provide them with a shepherd to herd their sheep. Since they 
were hired for an extended period of time, it is not as though 

they were hired specifically for Shabbat or the Festival. Rabbi 

Yehuda HaNasi says: On Shabbat one may have the gentile 

pasture the sheep in one’s field as a favor, i.e. in order to earn 

one’s good graces, but not for pay; on a Festival, it is permitted 

even in exchange for food; and on the intermediate days of the 

Festival, it is permitted for pay. Rav Yosef said: The halakha is 

in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


A firstborn animal 


— 33: The firstborn males of cattle, sheep 


BACKGROUND 
kosher animal. However, even after becoming blemished, it is 


or goats belonging to a Jew are sacred from birth. They are 
the property of the priests; the owner of the herd in which 
the animal is born may decide to which priest to give it, at 
his own discretion. Unblemished animals are consecrated as 
offerings and, once they are sacrificed, the meat is eaten by 
the priests and their families (Numbers 18:17-18). If a firstborn 
animal acquires a physical blemish that disqualifies it from 
being sacrificed as an offering, it ceases to be consecrated 


and may be slaughtered and eaten like any other non-sacred, 


prohibited to work the animal or shear its fleece. It is prohibited 
to intentionally inflict a wound on a firstborn that will cause it 
to be unfit for sacrifice. 

The halakhot of firstborn animals still apply nowadays, 
despite the fact that it is impossible to sacrifice them as offer- 
ings in the absence of the Temple. In the present time, they 
may be slaughtered only if they have a disqualifying blemish. 
Various halakhic devices are employed to restrict the number 
of animals classified as consecrated firstborn. 


HALAKHA 

Allocating work on a Festival — tyiaa May NYDN: It is 
permitted to allocate work for execution after the Festival 
provided one does not measure or count or weigh in the 
same manner as he does on an ordinary weekday. One may 
do so with both Jewish and gentile workers by contract or 
for wages (Mishna Berura, citing Ritva). Even if ultimately the 
gentile executes it on the intermediate days of the Festival, 
the result is permitted, since the Jew stipulated with the 
gentile not to do so (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 543:3, and 
in the comment of Rema). 


Breeding an animal on the Festival - yina mana nyay: 
One may not coax or compel an animal to mate on the 
Festival. Some say that if a female donkey yearns for a mate 
because she is in heat, it is permissible to coax her to mate 
(Eliyahu Rabba), and some prohibit it (see Mishna Berura; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 536:3). 


Breeding a firstborn - 3333 AYANIT: It is prohibited to coax 
a firstborn or disqualified consecrated animals to mate (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 1:9). 


One may not enclose livestock in a field in order to fertilize 
the field on the Festival — “yina pyn px: One may not 
bring sheep into a field on the intermediate days of the 
Festival in order to fertilize it. If a gentile brought them in, as 
long as the Jew does not pay for it, it is permitted even on 
Shabbat. On a Festival, it is permitted even if the gentile is 
given food. On the intermediate days of a Festival, it is permit- 
ted to pay him for this, provided it is included in payment for 
other work. One should not hire a gentile explicitly to enclose 
animals in a field, nor should one assist him or give him an 
assistant to herd the sheep. However, if the gentile is hired 
for a more extended period, it is permitted to assist him and 
give him an assistant to herd the sheep (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 537:14). 


NOTES 


One may not breed a firstborn animal, etc. — pwaya [x 
^3 1134: The early commentaries explain that this is con- 
sidered labor. It is prohibited to shear or to work firstborn ani- 
mals, even after they have become blemished and unfit for 
sacrifice. This prohibition likewise applies to any animal that 
was meant to be sacrificed as an offering and became unfit 
and was deconsecrated (see Ran). Some give an additional 
reason for prohibiting the breeding of these animals: These 
animals are meant to be consumed for their meat, and if one 
allows the owner to breed them he will delay slaughtering 
them (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). 


To herd [lenaer] their sheep — Dixy n% ayy: The standard 
explanation is that lenaer means to transfer from place to 
place so that the whole field be fertilized (Rambam, based 
on Jerusalem Talmud, tractate Shev/it). Some explain that it is 
referring to guarding the sheep (Rashi; Rabbeinu Yehonatan 
of Lunel), and others explain that it involves cleansing the 
animals from the debris adhering to them (Commentary on 
Moed Katan; Shibbolei HaLeket). 


2911p: MOED KATAN : PEREK II:12A 73 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 
Draw off [zolef] - abit: Some explain zolef as removing 
all the wine from the wine press (Rashi). Others explain 
it as placing the grapes in the press (Rabbi Ovadya 
MiBartenura). Still others explain that it means pouring 
water on the grapes (Rabbeinu Shlomo ben HaYatom). 


And plug — 431: The commentaries differ as to whether 
this is referring to sealing the barrels or constructing 
some sort of seal for the pit in which the wine is stored 
(see Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). 


Sealing a barrel - xman yon: Some explain that the 
question here is whether it is permitted to seal the cork 
ona barrel with plaster in its usual manner (Tosefot Rab- 
beinu Yehuda HaHasid; Tosefot HaRosh). 


Resemble the halakhot relating to the Samaritans in 
the halakha - perae] Dm niyna: Most commentaries 
understand that the halakhot relating to the Samaritans 
follow no clear principles or logic; there were areas in 
which the Samaritans were reliable and areas in which 
they were not (Tosefot Rabbeinu Yehuda HaHasid). Oth- 
ers understand this phrase to refer to the manner in 
which the Samaritans interpret the Torah, which insists 
that only matters explicit in the Torah are binding and 
does not derive new halakhot through legal reasoning 
(Rabbeinu Shlomo ben HaYatom; see Ran and Ritva). 


HALAKHA 


Wine in a collection pit on the intermediate days of 
the Festival - sayin bina ia}: If one had wine in his 
collection pit and an unavoidable accident befell him, 
or for some other reason he did not complete his wine 
processing before the Festival, since it is a matter that, if 
unattended, will result in significant loss, it is permitted 
to complete the process and plug the barrels in the usual 
manner. It is also permitted to do this for beer, even 
though the loss is not as great (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim, 538:1). 


A matter that, if unattended, will result in significant 
loss on a Festival — yina TAK 137: It is permitted to 
perform labor on the intermediate days of the Festival 
for any matter that, if unattended, will result in significant 
loss, in accordance with Rabbi Yosei’s opinion. Moreover, 
it is permitted even in cases of uncertainty about the 
loss (Magen Avraham). Nevertheless, one should reduce 
the amount of the exertion one expends as much as 
possible (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim, 537:1, and in the 
comment of Rema). 
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MI S HN A And similarly, with regard to one whose 


wine was already in the collection pit beside 
the wine press and needed to be removed lest it sour, and mourning 
for some close relative or some other unavoidable accident befell 
him, or his workers misled him, promising to come but failing to 
do so, during the intermediate days of the Festival he may draw off" 
the wine and complete the process, and then plug" each barrel of 
wine in its usual manner; this is the statement of Rabbi Yosei." 
Rabbi Yehuda says: He should construct a wooden panel to cover 
the collection pit so that the wine will not sour. 


GEMARA The Gemara comments: And both this 


mishna and the previous one (11b), about 
the olive press, are necessary, as, if the tanna teaches us only the 
first mishna, one might say that only in that case does Rabbi Yosei 
say that one is permitted to complete the process, because in the 
case of oil, the potential loss is considerable. However, in the case 
of wine, where the loss is not as considerable, one might say that 
he concedes to Rabbi Yehuda that it must be done in an altered 
manner. And if he teaches us only the last mishna, one might say 
that only in that case involving wine did Rabbi Yehuda say that one 
must be stringent, but in the other case involving oil one might say 
that he concedes to Rabbi Yosei and is lenient. Therefore, it is 
necessary to teach both cases. 


Rav Yitzhak bar Abba said: Who is the tanna who teaches that 
labor performed during the intermediate days of the Festival must 
be performed in an altered fashion even with regard to a matter 
that, if unattended, will result in significant loss? That ruling is not 
in accordance with Rabbi Yosei’s opinion, as Rabbi Yosei permits 
one to perform labor that will prevent such a loss even in the usual 
manner. Rav Yosef said: The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei," and it is permitted in cases of loss to per- 
form labor in the usual manner. 


The students asked of Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak: What is the 

halakha with regard to sealing a barrel’ of beer during the inter- 
mediate days of the Festival? If it is not properly sealed, the beer 
will leak out through the sides of the barrel. He said to them: Sinai,’ 

i.e. Rav Yosef, said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 

of Rabbi Yosei. They asked: Say that Rabbi Yosei said that one may 

be lenient about wine, but about beer does he say the same thing? 

Beer is much cheaper than wine, and the loss would be much less 

significant. 


The Gemara explains why no distinction should be made: With 
regard to wine, what is the reason that Rabbi Yosei was lenient? It 
is because the loss involved is considerable; with beer as well, 
there is a loss if the barrel is not properly sealed, as Abaye said: My 
foster mother told me: It is better to have a barrel of six sea that is 
sealed than a barrel of eight sea that is not sealed, as in the end 
more beer will remain in the smaller sealed barrel than in the larger 
unsealed one. 


§ Rav Hama bar Gurya said that Rav said: The halakhot relating 

to the intermediate days of a Festival resemble the halakhot relat- 
ing to the Samaritans in the halakha." The Gemara asks: With 

regard to what aspect of the halakha are they similar? Rav Daniel 

bar Ketina said that Rav said: He meant to convey that they are 

sterile, and one may not learn further halakhot by extrapolation 

one from one another in both of these areas of halakha. 


Sinai 


- 9D: Sinai was the appellation for Rav Yosef, who was one 
of the greatest of the third-generation Babylonian amora‘im. He 
was called Sinai due to his expert knowledge of baraitot and 
the oral traditions of the Torah. His colleague Rabba was called: 
Uprooter of mountains, in contrast, as he was known for his 
brilliant analysis. Rav Yosef was a disciple of Rav Yehuda and 


PERSONALITIES 


eventually headed the Pumbedita academy, where his most 
prominent students were Abaye and Rava. An illness caused him 
to forget much of his knowledge, and the Talmud often recounts 
how Abaye helped him recall matters that he had taught previ- 
ously. At his death, he was succeeded by Abaye as head of the 
Pumbedita academy. 
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The Gemara offers an example: For instance, Shmuel said: One 

may seal a jug with pitch," but one may not seal a barrel with 
pitch on the intermediate days of a Festival. Rav Dimi from 

Neharde’a said: One may seal a barrel with pitch," but one may 
not seal a small jug with pitch. Their reasoning is as follows: This 

Sage, i.e., Rav Dimi, was more concerned about possible finan- 
cial loss, and so he permitted sealing the larger vessel, for which 

the potential for loss is great, but not the smaller one. 
And this Sage, i.e., Shmuel was concerned about unnecessary 
exertion on the Festival, and therefore he permitted sealing the 

smaller vessel, which requires less effort. 


Abaye stated a different principle: We have a tradition that 
the halakhot of the intermediate days of a Festival are like the 
halakhot of Shabbat: 


Some of the actions for which one is exempt by Torah law are 
nevertheless prohibited," and some of them are permitted 
ab initio. 


Q The Gemara relates that Rav Huna had his crop harvested 
for him on the intermediate days of a Festival. Rabba bar Rav 
Huna raised an objection to his father Rav Huna from a baraita: 
One may grind flour on the intermediate days of a Festival 
for the sake of the Festival, but if it is not for the sake of 
the Festival, it is prohibited. With regard to a matter that, if 
unattended, will result in significant loss on the Festival, it is 
permitted to perform labor to prevent that loss on the inter- 
mediate days of the Festival. For a matter that will not result in 
loss if unattended during the intermediate days of the Festival, 
it is prohibited to perform labor. 


In what case is this statement said? In the case of crops that are 
already detached from the ground, but in the case of crops 
that are still attached to the ground, even if it all will be lost, 
labor is prohibited during the intermediate days of the a Festival. 
And if one does not have anything to eat, then he may reap" 
and bind sheaves, and thresh, and winnow the grain in the 
wind, and separate the grain from the chaff, and grind the grain 
into flour, provided that he does not thresh with cows," the way 
that threshing is performed on an ordinary weekday. Why, then, 
did Rav Huna, who certainly had enough to eat, allow his work- 
ers to reap the field during the Festival week? 


HALAKHA 


Reaping on the Festival — “yina pyp: One should not reap 
a field on the intermediate days of the Festival if the grain 
will not be ruined if it remains until after the Festival. If one 
has nothing to eat, then even if he could find food in the 
marketplace, he may perform all of the required labor in its 
usual manner until he has produced enough grain for the 


needs of his home, provided he does not thresh with cows. 


Some say that in places where it is not customary to thresh 


with cows he must effect another change (Magen Avraham), 
while others disagree (see Mishna Berura). And if the threshing 
is for the sake of the community, it is permitted to thresh in 
the usual manner, even with cows (Rosh, citing the Jerusalem 
Talmud). This halakha is not in accordance with Rabbi Yosei’s 
opinion that the allowance for loss is limited to items that 
are detached from the earth (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
537.15). 


NOTES 

One may seal a jug with pitch — x713 prit: In the Jerusalem 
Talmud this dispute appears as two versions of Shmuel's opinion. 
The reasoning behind the two opinions is explained as follows: 
A barrel requires a thin layer of pitch, which is relatively easy 
to apply and so is permitted on the intermediate days of the 
Festival. The jug requires a thicker layer, and it is prohibited to 
apply it because of the effort required. On the other hand, the 
barrel is used for long-term storage, and it is prohibited to apply 
pitch to it on the Festival because only those labors which are 
for the sake of the Festival are permitted. The jug is to be used 
on the Festival itself, and therefore it is permitted (see Tosefot 
Rabbeinu Yehuda HaHasid). 


HALAKHA 


One may seal a barrel with pitch, etc. -^31 xan pnait: Both a 
barrel and a small jug may be sealed with pitch on the interme- 
diate days of a Festival. This is in accordance with the leniencies 
of both Shmuel and Rav Dimi (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Yom Tov 8:14). 


NOTES 


Some of the actions for which one is exempt by Torah law 
are nevertheless prohibited, etc. — 131 10K bax WAS fT] WY: 
In the context of the halakhot of Shabbat, the concept: Exempt 
but prohibited, means that one who performs a certain action 
is exempt from punishment or from the obligation to offer a 
sin-offering, but the action is still prohibited by rabbinic law 
(Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:3). It is unclear how 
this terminology applies to the halakhot of the intermediate 
days of a Festival. Most commentaries explain that matters 
permitted due to loss are permitted ab initio, while the term: 
Exempt but prohibited, extends to all those actions prohibited 
on the intermediate days of a Festival. There is no punishment by 
Torah law for violating the sanctity of these days, either because 
the prohibition is by rabbinic law (Rambam) or because it is 
founded on a positive mitzva (Ra’avad). Some commentaries 
explain that the category: Exempt but prohibited, is referring to 
actions that are permitted only in private (Rashi manuscript). The 
Ritva understands this passage to be making simply the general 
point that the halakhot on the intermediate days of a Festival 
involve cases in which one action may be prohibited and a very 
similar one permitted. The Sefat Emet suggests that the Gemara 
uses the term: Exempt but prohibited, to indicate prohibitions 
that it is prohibited to circumvent by artifice. 


That he does not thresh with cows - niaaa wt Kow: Despite 
the fact that the halakha is that one need not alter the man- 
ner of performing an action that is permitted due to loss, the 
prohibition against threshing with cows remains extant. Rashi 
and others explain that this is due to the public nature of the 
activity. Rambam holds that even according to Rabbi Yosei, who 
is the source of the ruling that one need not diverge from the 
normal manner of performing the action, any change that can 
be made without causing a loss should be made. 
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HALAKHA 


Work that one benefits from on the Festival - nax 
Tyi AA TW: It is permitted to grind flour for the sake 
of the Festival, even if one deliberately planned to do this 
work during the Festival week. Work not for the sake of the 
Festival is prohibited. If one performs labor for the sake of the 
Festival, he need not meticulously limit himself to what he 
needs for the Festival, but he should not employ an artifice 
o produce extra from the outset. It is permissible to brew 
beer and to cut wood for the sake of the Festival (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 5331). 


Employing an artifice — maw: One who has flour or stored 
beer should not employ an artifice and intentionally produce 
new stock for the sake of the Festival. If one employed an 
artifice in this way, it is nevertheless permitted to benefit 
rom it (Magen Avraham). However, if the new stock actually 
is better than the old, it is permitted to produce new stock 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 533:1, and in the comment of 
Rema). 
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Rav Huna said to his son: The opinion expressed in this unat- 
tributed baraita is an individual opinion, and we do not hold 
in accordance with it; as it is taught in a different baraita: 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel stated a principle in the name 
of Rabbi Yosei: In the case of an item that is already detached 
from the ground, even if only a portion of it will be lost by 
not working during the Festival, it is permitted to perform 
labor to prevent the loss, whereas for crops that are still 
attached to the ground, even if all of them will be lost, it is 
prohibited to perform labor for them. The opinion that all 
labor is prohibited for crops that have not yet been harvested 
is the opinion of an individual authority, Rabbi Yosei, with 
whom the Rabbis disagree. 


The Gemara asks: But if the unattributed baraita reflects the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, and it is permitted to work when one 
has nothing to eat, let him thresh even with cows. Didn't Rav 
Yitzhak bar Abba say: Who is the tanna who taught that labor 
performed on the intermediate days of a Festival must be done 
in an altered manner even with regard to a matter that will 
involve a loss if unattended? It is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Yosei, as Rabbi Yosei does not require alter- 
ing the manner in which one performs the labor. Why, then, 
does the baraita say that the threshing must be done in an 
altered manner and not with cows? 


The Gemara rejects this argument: Rabbi Yosei could have said 
to you: Here, too, since one does not always thresh with 
cows, threshing without them now on the intermediate days 
of the Festival is also not considered threshing in an altered 
manner. The prohibition against threshing with cows is not 
because one must perform that labor in an altered manner but 
in order to avoid attracting public attention to the fact that one 
is working during the Festival week. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: One may grind flour on the 
intermediate days of a Festival for the sake of the Festival, but 
if it is not for the sake of the Festival, it is prohibited. And if 
he ground and left some flour over, it is permitted for use after 
the Festival. Similarly, one may cut down trees on the inter- 
mediate days of a Festival for the sake of the Festival, but if it 
is not for the sake of the Festival it is prohibited. And if he 
cut down trees for the Festival and left some wood over, it is 
permitted for use after the Festival.” 


The baraita continues: One may brew beer on the intermedi- 
ate days of a Festival for the sake of the Festival, but ifit is not 
for the sake of the Festival, it is prohibited. And ifhe brewed 
beer for the sake of the Festival and left some over, it is permit- 
ted for use after the Festival provided that he does not employ 
an artifice, exploiting the allowance to work on a Festival by 
knowingly making more than was needed. 


The Gemara raises a contradiction from a baraita: One may 
brew beer on the intermediate days of a Festival for the sake 
of the Festival, but if it is not for the sake of the Festival, it is 
prohibited. This applies both to date beer and to barley beer. 
And even though he has old beer, he may employ an artifice 
and drink from the new beer, i.e., he may say he prefers new 
beer and brew a new batch, although he has enough old beer 
for the Festival. This statement contradicts the previous baraita 
that prohibited circumventing the prohibition against labor 
through artifice. The Gemara answers: This matter is a dispute 
between tanna’im, as it is taught in a baraita: One may not 
employ an artifice in this regard," i.e., to circumvent the pro- 
hibition against labor during the intermediate days of a Festival. 
Rabbi Yosei bar Yehuda says: One may employ an artifice. 
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Q The Gemara relates that Rav had his crop harvested on the 
intermediate days of a Festival. Shmuel heard about this and 
was dismayed. The Gemara asks: Shall we say that Shmuel 
holds in accordance with the individual opinion of Rabbi 
Yosei, who prohibits all labor for crops that are attached to the 
ground, even if inattention will result in significant loss? The 
Gemara answers: No, it was a crop of wheat, which would not 
have been ruined had the harvest been pushed off a week, and 
therefore Shmuel was offended. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason that Rav acted in this 
manner? The Gemara answers: Rav is in the category of one 
who does not have anything to eat," and that is why it was 
permitted to harvest his crops. The Gemara asks: And why, then, 
did Shmuel disapprove? The Gemara explains: The people who 
reported Rav’s actions to Shmuel did not complete the story 
for him. Alternatively, an important person such as Rav is 
different, and Shmuel thought Rav should have been stringent 
even in his difficult circumstances. 


It was further related that Rabbi Yehuda Nesia’ once went out 
on Shabbat with a coral seal [humreta]‘ on his ring and drank 
water heated by a gentile cook. Rabbi Ami heard about this 
and was dismayed about both things. Rav Yosef said: What is 
the reason that he was dismayed?" If it was because of the 
coral seal, isn’t it taught in a baraita: Bracelets, nose rings, and 
rings are like all other utensils that may be carried in a court- 
yard? Therefore, Rabbi Yehuda Nesia’s action conformed to 


halakha. 


And if Rabbi Ami was dismayed because Rabbi Yehuda Nesia 
drank water heated by a gentile cook [kapeila],' didn’t 
Shmuel bar Yitzhak say that Rav said: With regard to anything 
that is eaten raw, like water, even if it was cooked by a gentile, it 
is not subject to the prohibition against eating food cooked by 
gentiles?" The Gemara resolves both difficulties: An important 
person is different, and Rabbi Ami believed that Rabbi Yehuda 
Nesia should have been more stringent. 


Rav Hananel said that Rav said: A person may chop down a 
palm tree on the intermediate days of a Festival, although he 
needs only its sawdust. The Gemara comments: Abaye cursed 
it, i.e., the behavior of one who exerts such effort on the Festival 
for so small a need. 


NOTES 


One who does not have anything to eat - Sox mab pr: 


According to the interpretation that Rav, the owner of the field, 


had nothing to eat, there are those who explain that this need 
not mean that he had nothing at all to eat, but only that he 
did not have his own produce, and it was permitted for him to 
perform labor in order to eat from his own produce. Shmuel’s 
objection was that as an important person, he could buy from 
he market rather than utilizing labor performed on the Festival 
Ritva). The Meiri cites an explanation that the case here is 
one where the workers had nothing to eat, in which case it is 
permitted to hire them even for labor that is not performed 


Rabbi Yehuda Nesia — Ata mm a7: Rabbi Yehuda Nesia 
was the son of Rabban Gamliel, who was the son of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi. He was called Nesia to differentiate him from his 
illustrious grandfather, the redactor of the Mishna. One of the 
earliest amora’im in Eretz Yisrael, he was a colleague of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi’s great students. His own students included 
Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish. 

Rabbi Yehuda Nesia’s court enacted various decrees. It was 


PERSONALITIES 


to avoid loss. Shmuel’s objection is that an important person 
should pursue a different course to aid the poor in order to 
avoid people misconstruing his action. 


What is the reason that he was dismayed - 15PX KAYY N12: 
Tosefot Rabbeinu Yehuda HaHasid explains the question as an 
attempt to identify the action of which Rabbi Ami disapproved. 
The answer is that his disapproval was specifically related to the 
food cooked by a gentile, about which an important person 
should be more careful. 


considered the Torah center in the Jewish world, to the extent 
that even the great amora Rav deferred to its authority. Rabbi 
Yehuda Nesia served as Nasi for many years and was probably 
the last Nasi to have outstanding Torah knowledge and to serve 
as the head of the Sanhedrin. As a mark of great respect, he, 
like his grandfather, is sometimes referred to simply as Rabbi, 
especially in the Jerusalem Talmud. He was succeeded as Nasi, 
but not as head of the Sanhedrin, by his son, Rabban Gamliel. 


LANGUAGE 
Seal [humreta] - xnyan: The meaning of the word here, as 
in many other places, is a ring. Some liken this word to the 
Middle Persian muhr, meaning a seal. 


Cook [kapeila] - Kap: The origin of the word is the Greek 
Káznàoç, kapèlos, meaning a peddler, the owner of a small 
store, or the owner of a pub. 


HALAKHA 


Food cooked by gentiles - 0913 bwa: Only foods that are 
important enough to be served at a king's table and that are 
not eaten raw are subject to the prohibition against eating 
food cooked by gentiles. The determination of what is con- 
sidered fit for a king's table depends upon the time and the 
place. This rabbinic decree applies even when it is certain that 
the food contains only kosher ingredients (Kaf HaHayyim; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a n31). 


:2 971 p: MOED KATAN - PEREK IT: 12B 


77 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


LANGUAGE 


Forest [ava] — 83x: The meaning of the Aramaic word is a 
forest, which is similar to the Syriac eba. 


HALAKHA 
Uprooting various plants — Diw orny Mpy: It is permitted 
to uproot flax on the intermediate days of the Festival, since 
it is suitable for covering food, and to harvest hops, because 


they are suitable to put into beer, and to uproot sesame plants, 


since one can use the dry seeds (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
533:2). 
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The Gemara relates that Rav Ashi had a forest [ava] in 
Shelaniya. He went to cutit down on the intermediate days of 
the Festival. Rav Sheila from Shelaniya said to Rav Ashi: What 
is your opinion about what you are doing? Do you rely on that 
which Rav Hananel said that Rav said: A person may chop 
down a palm tree on the intermediate days of a Festival even 
though he needs only its sawdust? Didn’t Abaye curse such 
behavior? Rav Ashi said to him: I did not hear that Abaye said 
that; that is to say, in a delicate way, I do not hold in accordance 
with his opinion. The iron of Rav Ashi’s ax then slipped and 
was about to cut off his leg. He left it, ceasing his chopping, 
and came back again" to chop down the forest only after the 
Festival. 


The Gemara relates that Rav Yehuda permitted uprooting flax, 
cutting hops, and uprooting sesame plants on the intermediate 
days of a Festival. Abaye said to Rav Yosef: Granted, this is 
reasonable in the case of flax, which is suitable for use as a cover 
[hafifa}" for various objects and therefore has a use even during 
the Festival, and so too hops, which are suitable for making beer, 
but for what are sesame plants suitable, since the sesame seeds 
require a long drying period before oil can be extracted from 
them? Rav Yosef said to him: They are suitable for the seeds 
[nazyei]‘ on them, which can be consumed immediately." 


It was further mentioned that Rabbi Yannai had an orchard 
whose time for harvesting the fruit arrived during the inter- 
mediate days of the Festival. He harvested it during the Festival, 
as the fruit would otherwise have spoiled. The following year, 
everyone delayed the harvest of their orchards until the inter- 
mediate days of the Festival. Rabbi Yannai declared the earn- 
ings from his orchard ownerless" that year, since his harvesting 
of his fruit provided a misleading example for the public, causing 
many people to adopt an inappropriate leniency. 


NOTES 


He left it and came back again — xx 7971 mpIv: Most 
commentaries explain that from the time of this mishap, he 


ceased chopping wood on the intermediate days of a Festival. 


The Meiri explains that though it is technically permitted, it is 
inappropriate to exert oneself so strenuously for such a minor 
matter on the intermediate days of a Festival. Some explain 
that Rav Ashi never conceded the point, and though he left 
the forest at that time, he returned and chopped it down on 
the intermediate days of the Festival (Commentary on Moed 
Katan; Ritva). Similarly, Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom explains 
that though he returned home, he did not tell anyone why 
he did not chop the trees, so that they should not rule that 
it is prohibited. 


Suitable for use as a cover [hafifa] - nyny nn: Some 


explain that hafifa does not mean covering but rather washing. 


Accordingly, the point is that the soaked flax would be used to 
prepare a substance used in washing one’s hair (Rosh, citing 
Ra’avad; Nimmukei Yosef). 


They are suitable for the seeds [nazyei] - mh nn: Rav Hai 
Gaon explains that the seeds, even while still moist, can be 


burned to provide heat; some explain in his name that the 
sesame stalks can be burned to provide heat (Rif). Others 
explain that the seeds are suitable for eating with honey (Rid; 
Tosefot Rabbeinu Yehuda HaHasid). Yet others explain that 
nazyei are seeds that withered on the plant, from which oil 
can be extracted immediately (Rashi manuscript; Commentary 
on Moed Katan). 


Rabbi Yannai declared the earnings from his orchard owner- 
less — apna) 9X3 D1 PDK: Some explain that Rabbi Yannai 
declared the orchard as ownerless for the entire coming year 
(Rabbeinu Shlomo ben HaYatom). Others understand that 
he declared the orchard completely ownerless and would 
not benefit from it ever again (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). 
In Rabbeinu Shlomo ben HaYatom’s version of the text, the 
Gemara adds: The Sages applied this verse to him: “They are 
wise to do evil” Jeremiah 4:22), i.e., an important person must 
be cautious in his actions, because people imitate his lenien- 
cies but not his stringencies. Similarly, in the Jerusalem Talmud 
it is stated that Rabbi Yannai said: They learn from deficiency, 
but they do not learn from correctness. 
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MI SHNA“4 person may bring his fruit in from 

the field on the intermediate days of the 
Festival because he is concerned about thieves, and he may draw 
his flax out of the soaking pool so that it is not ruined from 
soaking too long in the water, provided that he does not plan 
from the outset to perform his work on the intermediate days of 
the Festival. And with regard to all of these cases, ifone planned 
from the outset to perform his labor on the intermediate days of 
the Festival, the fruit of that labor must be lost" and no benefit 


may be derived from it. 
It is taught in a baraita that one may 


GE MA bring in crops out of concern for thieves, 


provided that he brings them into his house discreetly." 


The Gemara relates: Rav Yosef had wooden beams, which he 
brought into his house during the day on one of the intermediate 
days of a Festival. 


Abaye said to him: But isn’t it taught in a baraita: One may bring 
in items provided that he brings them into his house discreetly? 
Rav Yosef said to him: Discretion with respect to these beams 
is moving them during the day, since at night more people" 
are required, and also torchbearers [medokhrei denura]' are 
needed, and the matter would be more noticeable. 


The mishna states: And he may draw his flax out of the soaking 
pool so that it is not ruined from soaking too long in the water, 
provided that he does not plan from the outset to do his work on 
the intermediate days of the Festival. And with regard to anyone, 
if he planned from the outset to perform his labor on the inter- 
mediate days of the Festival, the fruit of that labor must be 
destroyed. Rabbi Yirmeya asked Rabbi Zeira: If one planned 
from the outset to perform his labor on the intermediate days 
of a Festival, and he died after doing so, what is the halakha? 
Should his children be penalized after him and have to lose the 
products of their father’s labor? 


Even if you might say that 


in the case of one who slit the ear of a firstborn animal," the 
Sages penalized his son after him, that is because the prohibi- 
tion is by Torah law." A firstborn animal is disqualified from 
sacrifice if it becomes blemished, rendering it permitted to be 
eaten as non-sacred meat. It is prohibited to deliberately engender 
a blemish in a firstborn animal, and one who does so is prohibited 
from eating the meat. 


NOTES 


Because the prohibition is by Torah law — KYI DW 
OTK: Even according to those authorities who under- 
stand that the prohibition against labor on the intermediate 
days of the Festival is by Torah law, in cases of loss, labor is 


permitted. Even if one planned that it be done on the Festival, 
labor that will prevent financial loss is permitted by Torah 
law. However, the Sages prohibited labor in that case (Rashi 
manuscript; Ritva). 


NOTES 

If one planned to perform his labor...it must be lost - ox 
YIN.. aa: The commentaries disagree about what it 
means that the labor is lost. Some say that the court confiscates 
whatever was produced on the intermediate days of the Festi- 
val (Rambam; Rabbi Yitzhak ibn Giat). Others say that one may 
not take any action to preserve the products of the illicit work, 
even if they will be ruined as a result (Meiri). 


That he brings them into his house discreetly - nbyaw 
ima qb xyaya: The Ramban wonders why the Gemara insists 
in this case that the crops be brought in discreetly while in other 
cases of potential loss one is permitted to work in public. He 
explains that there is a difference between cases where the 
loss is internal to the object, such as spoilage, and cases where 
the potential loss is due to some external cause, e.g., the risk 
of it being stolen. In the former case, insistence on discretion 
could be an obstacle and cause loss, and therefore it was not 
required. In the latter case, as long as the discretion does not 
interfere, it is required (Ritva). 


More people — nx 133: More effort is required to find people 
to work at night, and ‘therefore it is more noticeable (Tosefot 
Rabbeinu Yehuda HaHasid). 


HALAKHA 

Bringing objects to a secure place — nipah Dyn NDI 
‘vanwn: It is permitted for one to bring fruit into a secure place 
for fear of thieves, but he must do so discreetly, e.g., at night. 
However, an action that will attract more attention at night 
should be accomplished during the day, and all actions are 
permitted in the case of potential loss (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 538:2, and in the comment of Rema). 


LANGUAGE 
Torchbearers [medokhrei denura] - KWIT 13172: In the Arukh 
the phrase is medubrei denura. According to that version of the 
text, the first word derives from the root letters d-b-r, meaning 
transported, so that the meaning of the phrase medubrei denura 
would be carriers of fire, or bearers of torches. 


NOTES 


One who slit the ear of a firstborn animal — 7132 jf OW: 

Firstborn animals are sanctified from birth and must be sacri- 
ficed as an offering unless they are blemished, at which point 
the animal is deconsecrated and may be eaten without being 
sacrificed on the altar. It is prohibited to deliberately cause 
such a blemish, from the verse: “There shall be no blemish in it 
(Leviticus 22:21), which the Sages interpreted as meaning that 
no blemish should be effected on it. The Sages penalized a 
priest who deliberately caused a blemish, and a firstborn with 
a purposeful blemish may not be slaughtered until another 
blemish occurs. 


” 
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HALAKHA 

A field whose thorns were removed during the Sab- 
batical Year — myawa AYNpPNIw ATW: It is prohibited 
to remove thorns from one's field during the Sabbati- 
cal Year in order to prepare it for the year after. If one 
did so, or if one removed rocks from the field, which is 
also prohibited, the Sages did not penalize him, and it is 
permitted for him to sow it in the eighth year (Rambam 
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 1:14). 


Improved in the Sabbatical Year - mwaga na): One 
who plows his field or fertilizes it during the Sabbatical 
Year in order to prepare it for the next year is penalized 
and may not sow it in the following year. It is also pro- 
hibited for others to lease it from him in order to sow it; 
rather, the field should be left fallow that year. However, 
if he dies, his heirs are permitted to sow it (Rambam Sefer 
Zera‘im, Hilkhot Shemitta VeYovel 1:13). 


Damage that is not evident — 1392 i»xw py: One who 
causes damage to another person that is not evident, 
e.g, by making his ritually pure items impure or mixing 
orbidden wine into his wine, is exempt by Torah law; if 
he did so unintentionally or as a result of coercion, he 
need not pay for the damages. However, if he did so 
intentionally, the Sages penalize him such that he must 
pay for the damage with his superior quality land. If 
he died before paying, his son is not penalized. Some 
(Shakh) say that if the father stood trial and was ordered 
o pay the damages but died before he paid, the son is 
obligated to pay, and some (Sefer Meirat Einayim) say 
he is exempt (Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 385:1). 


Purchasing during the intermediate days of the Festi- 
val — “yina 727: One may not purchase houses, stones, 
slaves, or animals from a Jew on the intermediate days 
of the Festival, except for the sake of the Festival, or to 
provide for the needs of the seller if he has nothing to 
eat, or to provide for the needs of the porter hired to 
transport the merchandise if he has nothing to eat. The 
prevailing custom permits the discreet purchase of small 
implements and clothes (Rema), but some (Magen Avra- 
ham) say it is not appropriate to do so (Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 539712). 
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And if you might say that in the case of one who sold his slave to a 
gentile’ and then died the Sages penalized his son after him, that 
is because every day the slave is in the gentile’s possession pre- 
cludes him from performing mitzvot. A Canaanite slave is obligated 
in the same mitzvot as a Jewish woman. If he is illicitly sold to a 
gentile and escapes, requiring the seller to compensate the gentile, 
the seller may not them re-enslave the slave, who is regarded as 
emancipated. The Sages extended this penalty to the owner’s heirs 
as well. 


What, then, is the halakha here, where one planned from the outset 
to perform his work on the intermediate days of a Festival and then 
after performing the work he died? Should one say that the Sages 
penalized the man himself and he is no longer alive, or perhaps the 
Sages imposed a penalty on the money, such that no benefit may 
be derived from it, and it still exists in the hands of his heirs? 


Rabbi Zeira said to Rabbi Yirmeya: You already learned the answer 
to your question in a mishna (Shevi’it 4:2): A field whose thorns 
were removed" during the Sabbatical Year" may be sown in the 
eighth year, as removing thorns is not full-fledged labor that renders 
the field prohibited; but ifit had been improved™ with fertilizer, or 
if had been enclosed so that animals therein would fertilize it with 
their manure, it may not be sown in the eighth year. The Sages 
imposed a penalty that one not benefit from prohibited labor. And 
Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina said: We have a tradition that if one 
improved his field in a prohibited manner and then died, his son 
may sowit. Apparently, the Sages penalized only him, the one who 
acted wrongly, but the Sages did not penalize his son. Here, too, 
with regard to work performed on the intermediate days of a Festival, 
the Sages penalized him, but the Sages did not penalize his son. 


Abaye said: We have a tradition that if one rendered impure 
another’s ritually pure items and died before paying, the Sages did 
not penalize his son after him and require him to pay for the damage. 
What is the reason for this? It is that damage that is not evident," 
i.e., that does not involve any physical change visible to the eye, is 
not considered damage by Torah law; nevertheless, the injured 
party suffers a loss, and the Sages penalized only him, but the Sages 
did not penalize his son. 


MI S HN A One may not purchase houses, slaves, and 


cattle on the intermediate days of a Festival 
unless it is for the sake of the Festival, or to provide for the needs 
of the seller who does not have anything to eat." 


G E M ARA Rava asked Rav Nahman: What is the 


halakha with regard to wages" for a worker 
who does not have anything to eat? Is it permitted to provide a poor 
worker with work on the intermediate days of the Festival? Rav 
Nahman said to him: We learned this in the mishna: Or to provide 
for the needs of the seller, if he has nothing to eat. What is added 
by mentioning the condition that he has nothing to eat? Does it not 
add the case of wages and not only the case of one selling items he 
owns? Rava said to him: No, it is merely explaining what is meant 
by the needs of the seller. 


Sold his slave to a gentile — ay) ytay 31: The Sages imposed a 
double penalty in this case: First, the slave is emancipated accord- 
ing to halakha, such that the owner may not enslave him even 
if the gentile sells him back. Second, the owner is obligated to 
redeem the slave from the gentile at any cost, even for much 


more than his worth. 


A field whose thorns were removed - Axipnaw mw: Many 
commentaries explain that this is specifically when one removes 
detached thorns, but actually uprooting thorns and grass from 
the ground during the Sabbatical Year is prohibited by Torah law 


(Ritva, citing Rabbeinu Hananel; Tosafot). 


NOTES 
If it had been improved — 29": Some explain this to mean that 
one brought in fertilizer from outside, as opposed to enclosing 
animals in the field to fertilize it with their manure (Rashi). Oth- 
ers explain, in accordance with the Jerusalem Talmud, that the 
improvement was that one plowed it several times to make the 
field more productive (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


Wages - mays 2X: Although the mishna permitted the pur- 
chase of an item because of the seller's financial difficulties, Rava 
did not think he could readily extrapolate from that precedent 
with regard to wages, as selling does not involve labor (Tosefot 
Rabbeinu Yehuda HaHasid ). 
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Abaye raised an objection from a mishna (18b): Promissory 
notes may not be written on the intermediate days of a Festival, 
but if the lender does not trust the borrower and is concerned 
that without such a note he will be unable to collect, or ifhe has 
nothing to eat, he may write" a promissory note. The Gemara 
elaborates: What is added here by the words: Ifhe has nothing 
to eat? Are they not meant to add that a promissory note may be 
written for the sake of the wages of the scribe who draws up 
the document? Conclude from it that it is permitted to hire 
a worker who is in need of a livelihood" even for work that 
would otherwise be prohibited on the intermediate days of a 
Festival. 


Rav Sheshet raised an objection from a mishna (Pesahim 55a) 
that addresses the prohibition against performing labor on the 
eve of Passover: And the Rabbis say: The practitioners of only 
three crafts are permitted to perform labor until midday on 
Passover eve, and they are the tailors, the barbers, and the 
launderers, whose work is needed for the Festival." The baraita 
elaborates: The tailors may perform labor on Passover eve, as a 
layperson is permitted to sew in his usual manner during the 
intermediate days of the Festival. Since similar labor is permit- 
ted during the Festival, one may be lenient on Passover eve as 
well. The Barbers and the launderers are permitted to work, as 
those who arrive from overseas or one who leaves prison are 
permitted to cut their hair and wash their clothes on the inter- 
mediate days of the Festival because they had no opportunity 
to do so prior to the Festival. 


And if it enters your mind that paying wages to a worker who 
does not have anything to eat is permitted on the intermediate 
days of the Festival, then all other types of labor should also be 
permitted on the eve of Passover, as there is something similar 
permitted on the intermediate days of the Festival, namely, the 
wages paid to a worker who does not have anything to eat. 
Tailors are permitted to work on the eve of Passover because 
similar work is permitted during the intermediate days of the 
Festival. The payment of wages to a worker who does not have 
anything to eat on the Festival must be prohibited, as otherwise 
similar work, i.e., any work involving the payment of wages, 
would be permitted on the eve of Passover, which is not the case. 


Rav Pappa strongly objects to this:" If that is so, that one can 
derive halakhot in this manner, then building as well should be 
permitted on the eve of Passover, as a wall that tilts toward 
the public domain and is likely to fall may be demolished and 
rebuilt in the usual manner on the intermediate days of a Festival 
due to the danger posed to passersby. Since building under such 
circumstances is permitted on the intermediate days of a Festival, 
it should be permitted in general on the eve of Passover. 


Ravina also strongly objects to this: If that is so, a scribe 
[lavlar]: who draws up documents should be permitted to do 
so on the eve of Passover, as one may write betrothal deeds, bills 
of divorce, and receipts on the intermediate days of a Festival. 


Rather, Rav Ashi said that Rav Sheshet’s original objection has 
no basis: Are you raising a contradiction between the halakhot 
of the intermediate days of a Festival and the halakhot of the 
fourteenth day of Nisan, i.e., the eve of Passover? They are not 
comparable, as the prohibition against labor on each is for a dif- 
ferent reason: Labor is prohibited on the intermediate days of a 
Festival because it involves excessive exertion,’ and in a situa- 
tion of significant loss the Sages permitted it. In contrast, the 
prohibition against labor on the fourteenth of Nisan is due to 
the need to prepare for the Festival, and especially the Paschal 
lamb. Whatever is needed for the Festival, e.g., the work of 
tailors and barbers, the Sages permitted, but whatever is not 
needed for the Festival, the Sages did not permit. 
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HALAKHA 

Writing documents on the Festival - yina niww nana: It 
is prohibited to write promissory notes on the Festival unless 
the borrower needs the money (Rema) and the lender does 
not trust him without a document, or the scribe has nothing 
to eat. It is permitted to write a bill of sale on the Festival, but 
one may not write contracts for tenant farming or contracting 
that were undertaken before the Festival (Shu/han Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 545:6, and in the comment of Rema). 


Wages of a worker who does not have anything to eat - 
bons m b psw maps 2%: It is permitted to hire a person to 
perform any task on the intermediate days of the Festival if that 
person has nothing to eat, in order to provide him a livelihood 
from the work. Even if he has household utensils that he could 
sell, he is still included in the category of one who does not 
have anything to eat (Taz, citing the Tur). With regard to one 
who has only bread and water, some say he is not considered 
someone with nothing to eat (Eliyahu Rabba), while according 
to others, someone who has only bread and water may work 
for wages during the intermediate days of the Festival (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 542:2, and in the comment of Rema). 


Labor on the eve of Passover - nos 3wa man: In a place 
where the custom is to work on the eve of Passover, one should 
not begin a new task on this day, even if he can complete it 
before noon. This does not apply to three types of craftsmen: 
Tailors, barbers, and launderers, and some replace barbers with 
shoemakers (Hawot Yair, citing Roke‘ah), who may begin a new 
task as long as they complete it by noon. Other craftsmen are 
only permitted to continue tasks begun before the fourteenth 
day of Nisan, until noon. Some (Rema) say that craftsmen of 
the three aforementioned types are permitted to begin a task 
on the fourteenth even in a place where the custom is not to 
work on the eve of Passover. According to that opinion, tasks 
of other craftsmen, if they are for the sake of the Festival, are 
also permitted to be continued on the fourteenth until noon. 
Accordingly, the custom not to work before noon on the eve 
of Passover applies only to other craftsmen beginning new 
tasks or anyone performing tasks not for the sake of the Festival 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 468:5). 


— NOTES — 
Rav Pappa strongly objects to this - x35 17 ab Pa: Some 
explain that the objections of Rav Pappa and Ravina are against 
the opinion of Rav Nahman permitting the hiring of a worker in 
need of a livelihood for a wage (Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). 
Others explain that the objections are against Rav Sheshet’s 
inference that hiring someone who has nothing to eat dur- 
ing the intermediate days of the Festival must be prohibited 
because otherwise hiring would be permitted on the eve of 
Passover. They show that this argument is impossible and that 
the halakhot of the eve of Passover and of the intermediate 
days of a Festival are not interdependent. This understandi 
fits the standard printed version of the text, which reads: Rather 
Rav Ashi said, introducing an explanation of the halakhot that 
makes a distinction between the two. 


= 
a 


On the intermediate days of a Festival because it involves 
excessive exertion — KIT KTYY DW Tin: Some infer that 
anyone who works in order to have enough to eat is not 
engaging in excessive exertion (Nimmukei Yosef). 


LANGUAGE 


Scribe [/avlar] — aba: The origin of the word is the Latin 
librarius, meaning scribe, one who copies and writes 
documents. 


YATIP: MOED KATAN:PEREKII-13A 81 
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NOTES 

One may not move - paan px: In the Jerusalem Talmud it 
states that it is permitted to move objects from another house 
to one’s own because that is a source of joy. According to the 
Ra‘avad, the Babylonian Talmud does not dispute this. The 
Maggid Mishne disagrees and infers from the fact that the 
Gemara specifically mentions the case of moving items from 
the house to one’s courtyard that it is not permitted to move 
them from one house to another, even if the destination is one’s 
own house. 


One may not bring home utensils — obs psd pr: Three 
reasons are given for this halakha: Some say that it involves 
excessive exertion, or that people will suspect that the craftsman 
works on the intermediate days of the Festival (Ran). Others say 
that collecting an item from the craftsman is not appropriate 
behavior for the Festival (Ritva). 


If one is concerned about them - ond wwin ox: Either he 
fears that the craftsman’s house is vulnerable to thieves, or he is 
concerned that the craftsman will try to cheat him by request- 
ing payment again even though he already received it (Rashi 
manuscript; Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). 


HALAKHA 

Moving utensils on the intermediate days of a Festival - »1°5 
wind bina dp: One should not move items on the interme- 
diate days of a Festival from courtyard to courtyard, through 
the public domain, if it is not for the sake of the Festival. It is 
certainly prohibited to transport one's property from one city to 
another (Rema). However, it is permissible to move items from 
one house to another in the same courtyard. If he needs to take 
them through an alleyway, some permit transferring from one 
house to an adjacent one, and some prohibit it if the alleyway is 
open on both sides (Bah; Vilna Gaon). If he is concerned about 
theft or other types of loss, it is permitted to transfer from court- 
yard to courtyard and even from city to city (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 535:1, and in the comment of Rema). 


isolate utensils on the eve of Passover — obs nain 


the anemian house all day, even these that are not for the zake 
of the Festival (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 46810). 


Perek II 
Daf13 Amud b 


NOTES 
A jug [kad] from the jug-maker’s house — 11377 m31 13: Some 
have the version: A pillow [kar] from the house of the pillow- 
maker, meaning one whose craft is making pillows (Commentary 
on Moed Katan). 
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One may not move" his possessions 
MISHNA ithe i 


from house to house during the inter- 
mediate days of a Festival, but he may move them to his court- 
yard if that is necessary. One may not bring home utensils" 
from the house of a craftsman after he has completed his work, 
but if one is concerned about them" that if he leaves them in 
the craftsman’s house they are likely to be stolen, he may move 
them to another courtyard." 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: But didn't you say in 

the first clause of the mishna that one 
may not move one’s possessions at all, even from one house to 
another? Howis it that the mishna then permits moving objects 
from one courtyard to another in the second clause? Abaye 
said in explanation: In the latter clause we come to the case of 
moving objects from the house in his courtyard to that same 
courtyard. 


The mishna states: And one may not bring home utensils from 
the house ofa craftsman. Rav Pappa said: Rava tested us with 
the following question: We learned in the mishna that one may 
not bring home utensils from the house of a craftsman. And 
this raises a contradiction to another mishna (Pesahim ssb): 
One may take utensils to and bring them from the house ofa 
craftsman, even if they are not needed for the sake of the 
Festival. 


And we answered him: Here, the mishna that permits the 
practice is referring to the fourteenth of Nisan, the eve of 
Passover," and here, the mishna that prohibits it, is referring 
to the intermediate days of a Festival. And if you wish, say 
another explanation: Both this and that refer to the interme- 
diate days ofa Festival, but here, the mishna that prohibits the 
practice is referring to a case where he trusts the craftsman 
and is not concerned about his utensils being lost or stolen, 
whereas here, the mishna that permits taking utensils to and 
from the craftsman is referring to a case where he does not trust 
the craftsman. 


And so it is taught in a baraita: One may bring home utensils 
from the house of a craftsman;" for example, a jug from the 
jug-makers house" and a cup from the glass-blower’s house, 
as they will be used on the Festival itself: But he may not bring 
home wool from the dyer’s house or utensils from the crafts- 
man’s house, as they are not needed on the Festival. But if the 
craftsman has nothing to eat, he may give him his wages dur- 
ing the Festival week and leave the utensil with him. And if he 
does not trust the craftsman to properly safeguard his utensil, 
he may take the utensil from the craftsman and leave it in a 
house near him. And ifhe is concerned about his utensils lest 
they be stolen, he may move them to another courtyard. And 
if he does not trust the owner of the other courtyard, he may 
bring them into his house discreetly. 


HALAKHA 


One may bring home utensils from the house of a crafts- 
man — paint man ob para: One may bring utensils from 
the craftsman’s house for the sake of the Festival, but not 
utensils that are not for the sake of the Festival, like a plow. 
This is the case even with a gentile craftsman (Magen Avra- 
ham). And if the craftsman does not have anything to eat, 


he should give him his wages but leave the utensils with 
him. And if he does not trust him, he should leave them in 
an adjacent house. And if he is concerned lest they be stolen 
there, he may relocate them to another courtyard; but he may 
only bring them into his house in a private manner (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 534:3). 
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The Gemara comments: You have adequately explained the con- 
tradiction between the mishnayot about whether one may bring 
home utensils from the house of a craftsman. The mishna that 
permits it can be understood as referring to a case where the 
craftsman is not to be trusted. But the mishna in Pesahim also 
states that one may take utensils to the house ofa craftsman, and 
this is difficult, as the mishna above teaches: One may not bring 
home utensils from the house of a craftsman. And this indicates 
that all the more so, one may not take utensils from his house to 
that of the craftsman. Rather, it is clear as we answered initially 
that one mishna is referring to the eve of Passover and the other 
to the intermediate days of a Festival. 


MI SHNA On the intermediate days of a Festival, 


figs that were spread out to dry may be 
covered with straw to protect them from rain and dew." Rabbi 
Yehuda says: One may even condense" the figs. Those who 
sell produce, clothing, and utensils may sell them in private, 
for the sake of the Festival." Fishermen, and groats makers 
[dashoshot],' and bean pounders, who pulverize the beans, may 
ply their trades in private for the sake of the Festival." Rabbi 
Yosei says: They were stringent with themselves to refrain from 
this work even with respect to what was needed for the Festival. 


G E M ARA Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba and Rabbi Asi 


disagree about the following issue, and 
both of them assert their opinions in the name of Hizkiyya and 
Rabbi Yohanan. One said: Cover the figs means to lightly cover 
them with straw, and condense means to spread straw over them 
densely. And the other one said: Cover means to spread straw 
over them whether lightly or densely, and condense means to 
amass the figs into a pile, making it as if it were a pile of grain." 
This is also taught in a baraita: One may condense, i.e., amass 
the figs into a pile, making it as if it were a pile of grain. This is 
the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


§ The mishna states: On the intermediate days of a Festival, those 
who sell produce, clothing, and utensils may sell them in pri- 
vate, for the sake of the Festival. Fishermen, groats makers, and 
bean pounders may ply their trades in private for the sake of the 
Festival. Rabbi Yosei says that they were stringent with themselves. 
The Sages were asked: When it says that they were stringent with 
themselves, does it mean that that they did not work at all on 
the intermediate days of a Festival, or perhaps it means that 
they did their work in private, though it is permitted to do it 
publicly? 


Covering figs spread out to dry — niy»yp 159m: One who 
had figs laid out in the field to dry and is concerned lest rain 
fall on them, is allowed to cover them even with a thick layer 
of straw. He is even allowed to uproot straw for this purpose 
(Mishna Berura citing the Jerusalem Talmud; Shulhan Arukh, 


Orah Hayyim 538:4). 


Selling on the intermediate days of the Festival - 737 
sind bina: Sellers of produce, clothing, and utensils may 
sell discreetly for the sake of the Festival (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 


Hayyim 539:1). 


HALAKHA 
Fishermen, and groats makers, etc. — ^3) NiWiWAN) px: 
Any task for the sake of the Festival performed by craftsmen in 
their own fields must be performed discreetly. Therefore, hunt- 
ers, as well as the millers and grape harvesters, who perform 
their tasks in order to sell immediately for the sake of the Festi- 
val, must nevertheless do so discreetly. According to the Rema, 
this applies to animal and bird hunters, but not fishermen, as 
it is obvious to all that a fisherman's catch is for immediate use 
(Mishna Berura); some authorities (Magen Avraham) prohibit 
even fishermen from selling in public (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 533:5). 


NOTES 
One may even condense - p3% 48k: Some early commentar- 
ies, based on a version of the text that reads: Rabbi Yehuda 
says one may condense, understand that Rabbi Yehuda is 
more stringent than the first tanna and holds that one may 
not cover the figs, but only assemble them into a pile (Rab- 
beinu Yehonatan of Lunel). 


Cover...and condense - ja yni...)*5m2: In the Jerusalem 
Talmud the question is raised as to how an action that is per- 
mitted on Shabbat could be prohibited on the intermediate 
days of the Festival. It is explained that the dispute is about 
whether it is permitted to pick straw in order cover with it. 


LANGUAGE 

Groats makers [dashoshot] — niwiw7: There are several 
textual variants of this word. If the word is dashoshot, it is 
from the root d-o-sh, meaning threshing. Some texts have 
dasosot, from the word daisa, meaning porridge; and some 
have the version rashoshot or rasosot, from the word resisim, 
meaning fragments, since they break the seeds into slivers 
or fragments. 
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NOTES 


The hunters of Akko — tay *t¥: Mishnaic Hebrew uses the 
same term for hunters and fishermen. Since Akko is on the 
sea, itis likely that the reference is to fishermen rather than 
hunters of animals. 

In the Jerusalem Talmud it is recounted that the 
fishermen of Tiberias also accepted upon themselves a 
stringency that they would fish in an altered manner on 
the intermediate days of the Festival. Some of the Sages 
objected to this practice, as it resulted in a shortage of 
fish that might mar the joy of the Festival for the entire 
community. 


Susceptible to ritual impurity everywhere — boa pav 
Dipa: Apparently, the production of these types of cracked 
wheat always involved them coming into contact with 
water. Most commentaries and halakhic authorities explain 
that that is why they are susceptible to impurity every- 
where, as opposed to other wheat products. Some flours 
are not malted before grinding and are not ground with 
water; since the wheat has not come into contact with 
water, it is not susceptible to impurity in those places. 


HALAKHA 
Hilka, targis, etc. — ^2) DY xpoon: All types of flour and 
grist sold in the marketplace are presumed to be suscep- 
tible to ritual impurity (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat 
Okhalin 16:1). 


LANGUAGE 


Hilka - xpoon: Some think that this word derives from the 
Latin halica or alica, meaning grist. According to this, the 
explanations given for the word are attempts at finding 
allusions in a foreign word to the meaning of the concept 
that is then expressed in Hebrew or Aramaic; there are 
many examples of this in the Talmud. 


Targis - 3°31: Apparently from the Greek tpayog, tragos, 
among whose meanings are buckwheat and wheat grist. 


Tisanei — 39%: Apparently from the Greek ntioávn, 
ptisané, which means grist or barley grist. 
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BACKGROUND 


Tiberias — 1739: Tiberias is a town on the shore of the Sea of 
Galilee founded by Herod Antipas, c. 18 CE. It was apparently 
ounded on the site of earlier settlements, and according to 
some opinions in the Talmud (Megilla 6a) Tiberias was the site of 
he biblical city of Rakkath. From the outset, Tiberias was a town 
of mixed Jewish and gentile population. The Jewish population 
was not distinguished for its Torah scholarship. However, after 
he destruction of the Temple, important Torah scholars such 
as ben Azzai and Rabbi Meir lived there. Its period of great- 
ness came when the Sanhedrin moved there, c. 235 CE, and it 
became the seat of the Great Council, presided over by Rabbi 
Yehuda Nesia |. After him Rabbi Yohanan became its leading 
spiritual figure and headed the yeshiva there. From that time 
on, Tiberias was the Torah center of Eretz Yisrael. Most of 
disciples of Rabbi Yohanan, particularly those who immigra 
from Babylonia, lived and continued their studies there. Reish 
Lakish lived in Tiberias, as did Rabbi Elazar ben Pedat, Rabbi 
Ami, Rabbi Yirmeya, and Rabbi Yona. It is likely that most of 
the Jerusalem Talmud was redacted there. After the talmudic 
period, Tiberias remained a significant creative religious and 
spiritual center, and many of the works of aggadic midrash were 
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The Gemara answers based on a baraita. Come and hear: Those 
who sell produce, clothing, and utensils may sell them in 
private, for the sake of the Festival. Rabbi Yosei says: The 
merchants of Tiberias’ were stringent with themselves not to 
sell at all, even in private. Hunters of animals, fowlers, and 
fishermen may hunt their quarry discreetly for the sake of the 
Festival. Rabbi Yosei says: The hunters of Akko" were strin- 
gent with themselves not to hunt at all. Groats makers who 
crack grain into groats called hilka,” targis,' and tisanei,' crack 
the grain in private for the sake of the Festival. Rabbi Yosei 
says: The groats makers of Tzippori® were stringent with 
themselves not to crack grain at all. According to Rabbi Yosei, 
the stringencies involve refraining from work entirely. 


Abaye said: The term hilka means one kernel that is broken into 
two; the term targis means one kernel that is broken into three; 
and the term tisanei means one grain that is broken into four. 
When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said: 
Hilka is referring to emmer wheat. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: Hilka, targis," 
and tisanei are susceptible to ritual impurity everywhere.’ 
Granted, according to the one who said that these are one 
grain broken into two, into three, and into four, due to that 
reason they are susceptible to impurity everywhere, as they 
have already become fit to contract ritual impurity by being 
rinsed with water in their processing. But according to the one 
who says that hilka is emmer wheat that has not necessarily 
been processed, why is it susceptible to ritual impurity every- 
where, since it has not necessarily become fit to contract 
impurity by coming into contact with water? 


The Gemara answers: The baraita is referring to a case where, 
for example, the emmer wheat was husked, since if it had not 
been previously soaked in water, it would not have been pos- 
sible to husk it. And why, according to this opinion, is it called 
hilka? It is called this because their husks [helkayhu] were 


removed. 


composed there, as were many liturgical poems. During the 
post-talmudic era, the inhabitants of Tiberias were renowned 
as experts in Hebrew grammar, and the system of Hebrew 
vocalization used today is called Tiberian vocalization because 
it was formulated and established there. 


Tzippori - *%5°¥: Tzippori, or Sepphoris in Greek, was a large 
own in the Upper Galilee, and rivaled Tiberias as the religious 
capital of Galilee. During the Second Temple period it enjoyed 
special status among the towns of the Galilee because of its 
arge and learned Jewish community. Among the tanna‘im 
who lived there were Rabbi Yohanan ben Nuri, Rabbi Halafta, 
and his famous son Rabbi Yosei. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi moved 
o Tzippori toward the end of his life, and it was the seat of 
he Sanhedrin for about a generation. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s 
leading disciples lived in Tzippori: Rabbi Yishmael, son of Rabbi 
Yosei; Rabban Gamliel, son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who was 
ater appointed Nasi; his brother Rabbi Shimon; Rabbi Hanina 
bar Hama, who was later the head of the Tzippori academy; 
and Rabbi Yannai. Even after the Sanhedrin moved to Tiberias, 
Torah scholars continued to live in Tzippori, among them the 


important amora‘im of Eretz Yisrael, Rabbi Hanina of Tzippori 
and Rabbi Mana. 


Tiberias, Tzippori, and Akko 
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The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita: One who vows 
to prohibit himself from eating grain [dagan] is prohibited to 
partake of even dry Egyptian beans, and it is permitted for 
him to partake of fresh beans. And it is permitted for him to 
partake ofrice, as well as of hilka, and targeis, and tisnei. Granted, 
according to the one who said that these are one grain broken 
into two, one grain broken into three, and one grain broken 
into four, it is fine, as when the wheat is crushed into these it 
leaves the category of grain. But according to the one who says 
that hilka is emmer wheat, it is still a proper grain. The Gemara 
concludes: Indeed, it is difficult. 


§ The Gemara relates that Rav Huna permitted the spice mer- 
chants [kerufayata]" to go and sell their products in their usual 
manner in the marketplace on the intermediate days of a Festival. 
Rav Kahana raised an objection to Rav Huna’s ruling from a 
baraita: If a store opens into a row of pillars that runs along 
the street, the storekeeper may open and close it in his usual 
manner on the intermediate days of a Festival, since it is not in 
the public’s view. 


However, if it is open to the public domain, he may open only 
one door and must close the other." And on the eve of the last 
day of the festival of Sukkot, he may take out his wares from the 
store and adorn the markets of the city with fruit in honor of 
the last day of the Festival. The Gemara infers: For the honor of 
the last day of the Festival, yes, it is permitted for him to open 
the store in order to give people the opportunity to prepare for 
the holiday, but when not for the honor of the Festival, i.e., dur- 
ing the other intermediate days of the Festival, he is not permitted 
to do so. How, then, did Rav Huna permit those spice merchants 
to sell as usual on the intermediate days of the Festival? 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult: This baraita that pro- 
hibits selling in the usual manner is referring to the sale of fruit, 
which is usually bought in large quantities and could have been 
purchased before the Festival; people might therefore suspect the 
buyer of purchasing it for use after the Festival. In contrast, this 
lenient ruling of Rav Huna is referring to the sale of spices, which 
is permitted" because people buy them only in small quantities 
for the sake of the Festival. 


NOTES 


Spice merchants [kerufayata] — xnD13: There are several 
versions and explanations of this word. Many commentaries 
suggest that it is referring to spice merchants (Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola; Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom; Rosh). 
In the Rashi manuscript, the term is explained as referring 
to merchants who sell cabbage, vetch, and other kinds of 
vegetables. 


HALAKHA 


Selling discreetly — Ayaxa Y2: One may sell discreetly on 
the intermediate days of the Festival in the ollowing man- 
ner: If the store opens to an isolated corner or an alleyway, 
one may open it in its usual manner. If it is open to the public 
domain he must open only one door and keep the other 
door closed. On the eve of the concluding Festival day of 
Sukkot, and also the eve of the seventh day of Passover (Taz), 
one may sell in the usual manner and adorn the market with 
fruits to honor the Festival, and it is permissible to buy even 
for the sake of the second day of the concluding Festival 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 539:11, and in the comment 
of Rema). 


Permitting the spice merchants — xan) xW: Mer- 
chants selling spices and vegetables, as well as anything 
that does not keep, may sell their wares in the usual manner 
in public, as all know that this is for the sake of the Festival. 
The same applies to the perfume merchants (Mishna Berura; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 539110). 
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The conclusive ruling on permitting labor on the intermediate days of a Festival for 
a matter that, if unattended, will result in significant loss, is that it is permissible to 
perform labor to prevent a loss of any size. Additionally, once a labor is deemed 
permissible it may be performed in its usual manner without any change. 


Despite that, the Sages were very strict with regard to one who engages in artifice 
and directs his labor to the intermediate days of a Festival. In such a case, the Sages 
ruled that even if he incurs a great loss, the perpetrator must not perform the labor 
and therefore must lose everything. However, they specified that such a penalty falls 
only on the perpetrator himself, and not on the object, so that his heirs, if he should 
die, are permitted to complete the labor in such a case. 


The blanket authorization to perform labor on the intermediate days of a Festival was 
extended to include one who has to work in order to buy food for the days of the 
Festival. Clearly this does not mean only in a case of a life-threatening lack of food; 
he is allowed to work on those days even where performing labor is for the purpose 
of increasing his provisions for the Festival. 


In order for celebrants to honor the Festival and in order to provide for the commu- 
nity’s needs, the Sages permitted merchants to operate stores during the intermediate 
days of a Festival and to sell their merchandise in their usual weekday manner, even 
if it is not perishable merchandise. Though in many places the residents adopted a 
more stringent practice, various labors are permitted on the intermediate days of a 
Festival as long as they are for community needs or for the sake of the Festival itself. 
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And the children of Israel wept for Moses in the plains of Moab thirty days; 
so the days of weeping in the mourning for Moses were ended. 


(Deuteronomy 34:8) 


And Joab sent to Tekoa, and fetched from there a wise woman, and said 
to her: “I pray you, feign yourself to be a mourner, and put on mourning 
apparel, I pray you, and do not anoint yourself with oil, but be as awoman 
that had a long time mourned for the dead.” 

(11 Samuel 14:2) 


Also the word of the Lord came to me, saying: “Son of man, behold, I take 
away from you the desire of your eyes with a stroke; yet neither will you 
make lamentation nor weep, nor shall your tears run down. Sigh in silence; 
make no mourning for the dead, bind your headwear upon yourself, and 
put your shoes on your feet, and do not cover your upper lip, and eat not 
the bread of men.” 

(Ezekiel 24:15-17) 


Then Job arose, and rent his mantle, and shaved his head, and fell down 
upon the ground, and worshipped. 
(Job 1:20) 


And that whoever does not come within three days, according to the counsel 
of the princes and the elders, all his substance should be forfeited, and 
himself separated from the congregation of the captivity. 

(Ezra 10:8) 


The mishnayot in this chapter deal primarily with the halakhot of the intermediate 
days of the Festival. Specifically, they discuss the prohibitions of laundering, hair- 
cutting, and writing during these days. Also discussed are the various circumstances 
when the Sages permitted these activities for particular reasons. The Gemara brings 
in other topics, particularly regarding the halakhot of mourning and of ostracism. 
These halakhot are included here because there is a certain similarity between the 
seven days of rejoicing of a Festival and the seven days of mourning. Furthermore, 
the Gemara discusses how to behave when both a Festival and a mourning period 
occur at the same time. 


Many of the halakhot of mourning, as well as those of ostracism and excommunication, 
are mentioned in various places in the Bible. However, they are not written as a 
complete, systematic description of the halakha. Therefore, when it comes to matters 
of practical halakha there are many unresolved issues. For example, there is a custom 
of tearing garments when one is in mourning, but the Bible gives no details of when, 
for whom, or how to tear. Concepts such as comforting mourners and overturning 
the beds are alluded to in the Bible, but again no halakhic details are provided, such 
as when or how these activities are to be performed. Even the number of days of 
mourning isn't fixed. The Gemara explains which of the activities mentioned in the 
Bible are halakha and obligatory on all mourners, and which are only customs of 
suffering that certain people took upon themselves. 


There are many other, related issues and practical questions. For example, when 
precisely does mourning begin? What is the halakha in a case when someone heard of 
a relative’s death some time later? Also, how must one act when the days of mourning 
occur on Shabbat or Festivals? 
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The halakhot of ostracism and excommunication are likewise only alluded to in the 
Bible, yet the Torah does not explicate many of their numerous practical aspects 
therein. For example, when and for what violations are people ostracized? For 
how long is someone ostracized? How should one who has been ostracized or 
excommunicated behave, and how should others act toward him? 


These questions and others are the main topics discussed in this chapter. 
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MI S H N A And these may shave and cut their hair" on 


the intermediate days of a Festival: One who 
comes from a country overseas;" and one who is released from a 
house of captivity; and one who comes out of prison on the inter- 
mediate days of a Festival; and one who had been ostracized and 
therefore prohibited from cutting his hair, and the Sages released 
him from his decree of ostracism on the intermediate days of the 
Festival; and similarly, one who had vowed not to cut his hair and 
then requested of a Sage to dissolve his vow and was released from 
it on the intermediate days of the Festival; and the nazirite whose 
term of naziriteship ended on the intermediate days of a Festival; 
and the leper" who needs to purify himself on the intermediate days 
and must shave his entire body in order to leave his state of ritual 
impurity" and regain his ritual purity. Since these people were not 
able to cut their hair on the eve of the Festival, they are permitted to 
do so on the intermediate days of the Festival." 


And these may launder their clothes on the intermediate days of a 
Festival: One who comes from a country overseas; and one who 
is released from a house of captivity; and one who comes out of 
prison on the intermediate days of a Festival; 


NOTES 


And these may shave and cut their hair - Poan rer: The 
Ritva and Josafot ask why the mishna begins with the con- 
junctive: And, although there is no apparent connection to 
the previous chapters of mishna. Tosafot explain the con- 
nection: The previous two chapters listed exceptional cases, 
where certain activities are permitted during the intermediate 
days of a Festival. Similarly, this mishna continues with excep- 
tions to the prohibitions against cutting hair and laundering 
during the intermediate days of a Festival. The Ritva explains 
that this mishna continues to discuss the subject matter of 
the previous chapters, which is activities that are permitted 
during the intermediate days of a Festival because they could 
not have been performed earlier. 


One who comes from a country overseas — D971 031d KIN: 
Some explain that this is not necessarily referring to another 
country but to any distant place (Jalmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of 
Paris). The Ritva holds that anyone coming from outside the 
city is included in this category with regard to the intermedi- 
ate days of the Festival. 


The nazirite and the leper, etc. — ^3) yila ma: There is 
a dispute as to whether a priest may rule on a case of leprosy 
during the intermediate days of a Festival. The commentaries 


Perek III 
Daf14 Amuda 


point out that according to Rabbi Meir, who holds that the 
priest may rule on the status of a leper, the priest may instruct 
he leper to shave the hair around the site of the leprosy, and 
he leper may shave during the intermediate days of the 
Festival. This case is different than the case of the leper listed 
in the mishna. The mishna is referring to shaving once he 
has completed the purification process, whereas this case is 
referring to shaving that is part of the process of ascertaining 
whether or not one is impure. This case is not included in 
he mishna because it is not shaving for aesthetic purposes 
but for a halakhic purpose (Ran, citing Rashi; see Ritva and 
Melekhet HaShulhan). 


And the leper his impurity - ingawa ysam: The Rambam 
and other early authorities had a version of the text that did 
not specify the leper, but read: And the one ascending from 
his state of ritual impurity. The Rambam writes that all who 
purify themselves are permitted to shave on the Festival. In 
the Mishne LeMelekh it is explained that it is not appropri- 
ate for an impure person to beautify himself with a haircut. 
Therefore, when he purifies himself it is considered as if he 
did not have time to cut his hair on the eve of the Festival 
(see Dikdukei Soferim). 


ons bvare ang 
Am ond bewaw on 


and one who had been ostracized and the Sages released him 
from his decree of ostracism; and similarly, one who had vowed 
not to launder his clothes and he requested from a Sage" to dissolve 
his vow and was released from it on the intermediate days of a 
Festival. 


NOTES 


One who requested from a Sage - pond bww »3: Some 
explain that this means that one was prohibited by his 
oath from washing clothes, and he changed his mind on 
the Festival (manuscript of Rashi; Rabbeinu Yehonatan of 
Lunel). Others explain that in such a case it is not permit- 


ted, and the only cases in which it is permitted are when 
the oath was for a specific duration that expired during the 
Festival, or if one did not find a Sage to permit him to do 
so until the Festival (Rosh and Tosafot, citing the Jerusalem 
Talmud). 


HALAKHA 


Those who are permitted to shave and cut their hair on the 
intermediate days of the Festival - “yina nnana pnan: 
Both one who came out of captivity or was freed from jail during 
a Festival and one who had been ostracized and was released 
from his decree of ostracism during a Festival are permitted to 
shave on the Festival (Shulhan Arukh Orah Hayyim 531:4). 
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HALAKHA 

Washing hand towels, etc. — 13107 ninay Da3: On 
the intermediate days of a Festival it is permitted to wash 
hand towels, barbers’ towels, and body towels, even in 
public, but this is not the accepted custom (Rema). Baby 
clothes, such as diapers, may be washed, even several 
at once, based on the ruling in the Jerusalem Talmud 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 53471). 


Zavim and zavot, etc. - 15) Diam parm: Zavim, zavot, 
menstruating women, women who have given birth, and 
all who are purifying themselves from their ritual impurity 
during the Festival are permitted to wash their clothes 
on the intermediate days of the Festival (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 7:21). 


The members of the priestly watch and the members 
of the non-priestly watch — Tayi *wa) TAWN wars: 
The members of the priestly watch and the members 
of the non-priestly watch are prohibited from cutting 
their hair and laundering their clothes during the whole 
week of their watch. However, on Thursday they are 
permitted to do so in deference to Shabbat (Rambam 
Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 6:11 and Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash |:12). 


BACKGROUND 


Priestly watch — waw: The priests who served in the 
Temple were divided into twenty-four groups, called 
watches. Each watch served for one week at a time. In 
his manner, each watch performed the Temple service 
for approximately two weeks every year. During the 
pilgrimage Festivals, the members of all the watches 
went to the Temple and performed the Temple service 
ogether. Each watch received the priestly gifts tha 
were contributed to the Temple during their week o 
Temple service. The watches were divided into extended 
patrilineal families. The priests were originally divided 
into watches in the time of King David. However, during 
he Second Temple period, many of the Jews who had 
been exiled to Babylonia after the destruction of the Firs 
Temple remained in Babylonia. Therefore, those priestly 
amilies who returned to Eretz Yisrael had to be divided 
again into twenty-four watches. 


Non-priestly watch — ayia: Each priestly watch was 
responsible for sacrificing the offerings for their week. 
Corresponding to each of these watches was a group of 
non-priests who constituted a non-priestly watch. The 
Jewish men of Eretz Yisrael were divided into twenty-four 
non-priestly watches, and each time a priestly watch 
went to Jerusalem to sacrifice offerings, part of the cor- 
responding non-priestly watch went there as well. The 
remainder of the non-priestly watch stayed at home. 
During that week, those at home would fast each day, 
from Monday to Thursday, read certain portions from the 
Torah, and say special prayers. 


92 


„Daon ninaym otg ninsva 
nian niam part aon ninun 
2 mana myn phiva bo avin 

prox ons ba IK pn by "I 


PPTION KAYDINA DTK DI INVI 193 


Pr TaD EINI WOW WIN ATS 
yO PN ‘won past 1b) 
awn Ta 


enw hyg 3] wok 73719373. 131 Ty) 
awd wap KIW ts KYY NN 
wip bw TD IMINT Pony wa 

pomy meant 


Hand towels;" and barbers’ towels," which are used to cover a 
person having a haircut; and body-drying towels, all ofwhich get 
quickly soiled, may be laundered on the intermediate days of a 
Festival. Zavim, men suffering from an impure venereal emission; 
zavot," women who experience a flow of menstrual-type blood on 
three consecutive days during a time of the month when they do 
not expect to experience menstrual bleeding; menstruating 
women; women who have just given birth; and all others who 
leave a state of ritual impurity for a state of ritual purity on the 
intermediate days of the Festival, these people are all permitted 
to launder their clothes in order to purify themselves. But all other 
people are prohibited from laundering during the intermediate 
days of the Festival. 


G E M ARA The Gemara asks: What is the reason that 


all other people are prohibited from per- 
forming these actions during the intermediate days? Why are these 
actions not included in the category of actions that are permitted 
in deference to the Festival? 


The Gemara answers: As we learned in a mishna (Taanit 15b): 
Both the members of the priestly watch? whose week it is to serve 
in the Temple and the members of the non-priestly watch" who 
accompanied the members of the watch to Jerusalem are prohib- 
ited from cutting their hair’ or laundering their clothes during 
that week. But on the Thursday of that week they are permitted’ 
to do so in deference to Shabbat. 


And Rabba bar bar Hana said in the name of Rabbi Elazar: What 
is the reason that the members of the priestly and non-priestly 
watch are prohibited from cutting their hair and laundering their 
clothes? It is in order that they not enter their watch when they 
are untidy. If it were permitted for them to cut their hair and 
launder their clothes during the week of their watch, they would 
leave their haircuts and laundry until the middle of that week and 
begin their service in a disorderly state. Here, too, ordinary people 
are prohibited from cutting their hair or laundering their clothes 
on the intermediate days of a Festival, in order that they complete 
all necessary preparations beforehand and not enter the Festival 
when they are untidy. 


NOTES 
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Barbers’ [sapparim] towels - m3807 ninay: Some say that 
these were the towels used during the haircut for those who 
were permitted to have their hair cut during the Festival (Rabbi 
Ovadya MiBartenura). Some explain that these are the cloth 
covers of sefarim, holy books (Meiri). Others, based on a slightly 
different version of the text, explain that it means cloths of the 
soferim, scribes, which they place over their manuscripts to 
protect them from ink blots and dirt (see Meiri and Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan of Lunel). 


The prohibition against cutting hair on the intermediate days 
of a Festival - “yina nyson vE’: According to most com- 
mentaries and halakhic authorities, cutting hair is a prohibited 
labor (see Tosafot). However, there are cases of leniency for the 
sake of beautifying oneself, since doing so is not an exertion 
(Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). Others hold that it is considered 
like other necessary activities that are permitted from the outset 
on the intermediate days of a Festival (Ritva). 


But on the Thursday they are permitted - pam wmn: The 
early and later authorities discuss the following question: Why 
are members of the non-priestly watch permitted to cut their 
hair on Thursday in deference to Shabbat, whereas cutting hair 
on the Thursday of the intermediate days of a Festival is pro- 
hibited? Some write that because cutting hair throughout the 
Festival is a prohibited labor, if others see a person cutting his 


hair on a Thursday they will think it is permitted during all the 
intermediate days and will come to be lenient on those days 
as well (Rid). 

Haircutting and shaving is prohibited during the intermediate 
days and during the watch, so that people will cut their hair and 
shave before the Festival or watch begins. Some explain that 
since the priestly watch always begins on Sunday, Thursday is 
always at the end of the shift, and permitting haircutting or shav- 
ing on that day does not discourage people from doing so before 
the watch begins. However, a Festival can begin on any day of 
the week. Sometimes Thursday is near the beginning of the 
Festival, so there is concern that people will not make them- 
selves look nice before the Festival, but wait until the Thursday to 
do so. 

Another reason is that for the members of the watch, the 
prohibition against shaving was a rabbinic decree, but on the 
intermediate days of the Festival there is a Torah prohibition 
against performing labor (Meiri). The later authorities reached 
the same conclusion (see Tal Hayyim). 

With regard to the general mitzva to cut one's hair on a Thurs- 
day when it is not a Festival, to show deference to Shabbat, some 
write that it is also permitted to cut one’s hair on Friday (Com- 
mentary on Moed Katan; Ritva). Others write that it is permitted 
only on Thursday, but not on Friday, so as not to add extra tasks 
on Friday (manuscript of Rashi; see Meiri). 
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Rabbi Zeira asks: If one lost an item on the eve of a Festival and 
he was busy searching for it and had no time to cut his hair or laun- 
der his clothes before the Festival commenced, can one say that 
since he was a victim of circumstances beyond his control, which 
prevented from taking care of these matters prior to the Festival, he 
is permitted to cut his hair and launder his clothes on the intermedi- 
ate days of the Festival? Or perhaps since it is not clearly evident 
to others that he failed to cut his hair or launder his clothes due to 
unavoidable circumstances, he is not permitted to perform these 
actions during the Festival week. 


Abaye said, in answer to this question, that there is a principle of 
the Sages that applies here. They prohibited the baking of decorated 
Syrian cakes for Passover, lest people tarry in their preparation of 
these elaborate cakes and the cakes become leavened. When Baitos 
ben Zunen,’ wished to prepare the cakes in a way that would not 
lead to a violation of any prohibition, the Sages nevertheless pro- 
hibited it. They explained that were they to permit him to do so, 
others would say: All the decorated Syrian cakes are forbidden, 
but the Syrian cakes of Baitos' are permitted? This teaches that 
the Sages do not permit exceptions when the reason for leniency is 
not clearly evident, like in the case of one who was busy looking for 
a lost item. 


Rabbi Zeira retorted: And according to your reasoning," that 
which Rabbi Asi said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Anyone who has 
only one shirt is permitted to launder it on the intermediate days 
ofa Festival, there too, one should apply the principle that others 
will say: All the decorated Syrian cakes are forbidden but the 
Syrian cakes of Baitos are permitted. There, too, it is not clearly 
evident that the reason for leniency is that one has only one shirt. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: Wasn't it already said about this 
that Mar, son of Rav Ashi, said: His belt is proof for him," as when 
he launders his only shirt he will have to wear his outer garment tied 
with his belt so that his body is not exposed, and everyone will 
understand that he has no other shirt to wear. 


Rav Ashi taught a different version of this passage, as follows: Rabbi 
Zeira asks: With regard to a craftsman who lost an item" on the 
eve of a Festival and was busy searching for it, what is the halakha? 
Is it permitted for him to launder his clothes and cut his hair on the 
intermediate days of the Festival because he had been unable to do 
so before the Festival? The Gemara explains the two sides of the 
question: Can one say that since he is a craftsman, it is clearly 
evident why he did not launder his clothes and cut his hair before 
the Festival, as many people would have come to his place of work 
and seen that he was busy looking for his lost article? Or perhaps 
since the special circumstances are not as clearly evident as in 
those cases in the mishna, it is not permitted for him to cut his hair 
or launder his clothes during the intermediate days of the Festival. 
The dilemma shall stand unresolved. 


NOTES 
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PERSONALITIES 

Baitos ben Zunen — }t }3 Dina: Baitos was a wealthy 
man who lived in Lod during the time of Rabban Gamliel 
of Yavne. From many sources in the Talmud, it appears that 
he was a major importer and exporter, and he owned a 
great deal of land. He was apparently closely associated 
with the house of the Nasi, and he would insist that all of 
his actions be in accordance with the halakha and the 
opinion of Sages. Therefore, proofs for the proper halakha 
are derived from his actions. His father may have been 
the Zunen who was appointed by Rabban Gamliel. It is 
also possible that the Zunen mentioned as an important 
man during the days of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi was the 
son of Baitos. 


LANGUAGE 


Baitos — Dina: From the Greek Bon®dc, Boethos, mean- 
ing helper or assistant, like the name Ezra in Hebrew. 


And according to your reasoning, etc. - 13) spayed: Accord- 
ing to Rabbi Zeira’s opinion, since the essence of the prohibition 
against cutting hair is a rabbinic decree, there is no need to 
add another stricture lest others misunderstand the reason 
behind the leniency. But according to Abaye's opinion, that 
even exceptional cases are included within the original decree 
against haircuts, why does the same principle not apply to 
laundering as well, such that it is prohibited even when one 
has only one piece of clothing (Ritva)? 


His belt is proof for him — voy mia Hix: There are many 
explanations suggested for this expression. According to Rashi, 
one who has no clothing wraps himself in a coat and ties it 
with a belt (see Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola and Arukh, 


citing Rabbis of Mainz). Rabbeinu Hananel explains that when 
others see a person who is wearing only an outer garment, 
they understand that he has no clothing. Some explain that the 
custom was to transfer the belt from one piece of clothing to 
another, and consequently, clothing was laundered without a 
belt. If others would see a person washing a piece of clothing 
with a belt or sending it to the launderer, they would know 
that he has no other clothing (manuscript of Rashi; Rashi on 
Hullin 108a; Tosefot HaRosh). Some explain that one who has no 
clothing wraps his waist with a cloth in order to cover himself, 
and all know that he has no other item of clothing (Rabbeinu 
Shlomo ben HaYatom). Others explain that one who has no 
clothing and wears a shirt alone does not tie it with a belt, so 
that his outer coat, which is made of wool, not scratch him 


(Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). Still others write the converse, 
that one who has no clothing ties his coat tightly in order to be 
warmed by the coat (Meiri). 


A craftsman who lost an item - nPI% b TTINY PN: Some 
explain that this is referring to any craftsman whose services are 
needed on the eve of the Festival. People know that he is not 
at home because he is searching for his lost object or because 
he is concerned due to his loss (Rashi). Some say that this is 
referring specifically to a barber (Commentary on Moed Katan; 
Rabbeinu Shlomo ben HaYatom). Some add to this explanation 
that since a barber could cut his own hair and did not, it is clear 
that it was because he was concerned with something else and 
had no time to do so (Ran). 
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NOTES 


One who comes from a country overseas — "73/2 
D7: Some explain that the difference between 
leaving for sustenance and leaving for travel applies 
specifically to one who leaves Eretz Yisrael, since 
leaving Eretz Yisrael was permitted only under 
duress. Since one left, despite the fact that his 
leaving was not entirely necessary, the Sages did 
not permit him to cut his hair on the intermediate 
days of the Festival (Ra’avad; Rabbi Yitzhak ibn Giat; 
Sefer Hashlama; Ritva; Meiri). Others hold that it is 
referring to anyone leaving his home to travel. 

Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris explains that one 
who leaves for his sustenance is considered to be 
leaving under duress and is therefore like the oth- 
ers who are permitted to cut their hair during the 
intermediate days of the Festival. However, one 
who leaves for pleasure could have made sure to 
cut his hair on the eve of the Festival. The only dis- 
agreement pertains to the case of one who goes 
out to earn greater profit; the disagreement is with 
regard to whether this is comparable to the other 
cases in the mishna or not. 

Some learn from the discussion in Jerusalem 
Talmud on this issue that Rabbi Yehuda's statement 
applies to leaving from any place, whereas leaving 
from Eretz Yisrael is always considered to be leaving 
without permission (Vilna Gaon). 


HALAKHA 


One who comes from a country overseas - DYTA 
Dr: If one comes to Eretz Yisrael from overseas on 
he intermediate days of the Festival or on the eve 
of the Festival and did not have time to cut his hair 
beforehand, it is permitted for him to shave and cut 
his hair during the intermediate days, provided that 
he is not simply returning from a leisure travel in 
he Diaspora. This ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis, following the conclusion of 
he Gemara (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 531:4). 
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§ The mishna taught: One who comes from a country overseas" on 
the intermediate days of a Festival is permitted to cut his hair." The 
Gemara comments: The mishna is not in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda, as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda says: 
One who comes from a country overseas on the intermediate days of 
a Festival must not shave or cut his hair, due to the fact that he left 
his home without permission. 


The Gemara continues to explain the definition and parameters of 
leaving without permission. Rava said: If one left Eretz Yisrael to travel, 
all agree that it is prohibited for him to shave during the intermediate 
days of the Festival because he left on his own initiative, and this is not 
considered an unavoidable circumstance. Ifhe left for basic sustenance, 
i.e., due to financial difficulty, all agree that it is permitted for him to 
shave upon his return because he is regarded as having left due to cir- 
cumstances beyond his control. They disagree only with regard to the 
case where he left to earn greater profit, i.e., he had enough to live on in 
Eretz Yisrael, but he left in order to increase his income. One Sage, 
Rabbi Yehuda, compares him to one who left to travel, and the other 
Sage, the Rabbis of the mishna, compare him to one who left for basic 
sustenance. 


The Gemara raises an objection from the following baraita: Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi said: The statement of Rabbi Yehuda seems more 
reasonable in a case when he left without permission, and the state- 
ment of the Rabbis seems more reasonable when one left with permis- 
sion. The Gemara clarifies: What is meant by without permission? If 
we say that it means that he left to travel, didn’t you say that in this case 
all agree that it is prohibited for him to cut his hair upon his return? 
Rather, say that it means that he left for basic sustenance. But didn’t 
you say that all agree that it is permitted for him to cut his hair in such 
a case? Rather, it is obvious that it means that he left in search of greater 
profit. 


Say the latter clause of the baraita as follows: The statement of the 
Rabbis seems more reasonable in a case when one left with permission. 
The Gemara clarifies: What is meant by with permission? If we say that 
he left for basic sustenance, didn’t you say that all agree that it is 
permitted for him to cut his hair upon his return? Rather, say that it 
means that he left for greater profit. But didn’t you say in the first clause 
that the statement of Rabbi Yehuda seems more reasonable in this 
case? Therefore, according to Rava’s distinctions, there is an internal 
contradiction within the baraita. 


The Gemara resolves the difficulty: This is what Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
is saying: The statement of Rabbi Yehuda seems more reasonable to 
the Rabbis in the case where one left without permission. And what 
is meant by without permission? It means a case where one left to travel, 
as even the Rabbis disagree with Rabbi Yehuda only when one left for 
greater profit, but when one left to travel they agree with Rabbi Yehuda 
that it is prohibited for one to shave and cut his hair. And the statement 
of the Rabbis seems more convincing to Rabbi Yehuda in the case 
where one left with permission. And what is meant by with permis- 
sion? It is a case where one left for basic sustenance, as even Rabbi 
Yehuda disagrees with the Rabbis only when one left for greater profit, 
but when he left for basic sustenance Rabbi Yehuda concedes to them 
that it is permitted for him to shave and cut his hair. Therefore, Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi’s intent was not to decide between the opinions of the 
Rabbis and Rabbi Yehuda but to clarify their dispute. 


§ Shmuel said: If a baby was born on a Festival and he has long hair 
that is bothering him, itis permitted to cut his hair on the intermediate 
days of the Festival, as there is no greater prison than this, the womb 
of his mother, due to which his hair could not have been cut prior to the 
Festival. A precise reading of Shmuel’s statement indicates that if the 
child was born on the Festival, yes, his hair may be cut. However, if he 
was born before the Festival, but for some reason his hair was not cut, 
no, it is not permitted to cut it on the intermediate days of the Festival 
because there was time to do so before the Festival. 
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Rav Pinehas raised an objection from that which is taught in a 
baraita: All of those about whom the Sages said: It is permitted to 
shave and cut his hair on the intermediate days of the Festival, it is 
also permitted to shave and cut his hair during the days of his 
mourning. But from this it follows that one who is prohibited 
from shaving and cutting his hair on the intermediate days of a 
Festival is also prohibited from shaving and cutting his hair during 
the days of his mourning. 


And if you say that with regard to a baby there is a distinction 
between being born before the Festival and being born on it, and in 
some cases it is prohibited to cut the hair of a baby, then you find 
that mourning is practiced even with a minor. 


Isn’t it taught in a baraita: One rends the clothes of a minor" whose 
relative has passed away, due to the desire to bring about feelings of 
grief among those who see him? However, there is no inherent 
requirement for the minor to observe any of the halakhot of 
mourning. 


Rav Ashi said: Is it taught explicitly in the first baraita cited by Rav 
Pinehas that if it is prohibited for one to have a haircut during the 
Festival, it is likewise prohibited to have a haircut during the week 
of mourning? That was merely an inference. Perhaps there are 
those among them, i.e., those listed in the mishna, for whom it is 
prohibited, while there are others among them for whom it is 
permitted, and the halakhot of mourning do not apply to a baby. 


Ameimar, and some say it was Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi, taught 
that statement in this manner. Shmuel said: With regard to a baby, 
it is permitted to cut his hair" during the Festival. It is no different 
whether he was born during the Festival, and it is no different 
whether he was born beforehand. 


Rav Pinehas said: We, too, learn in the baraita a support for this 
statement: All of those about whom the Sages said: It is permitted 
to shave and cut his hair on the intermediate days of the Festival, 
it is also permitted to shave and cut his hair during the days of 
his mourning. But from this it follows that one who is prohibited 
from shaving and cutting his hair on the intermediate days of a 
Festival is also prohibited from shaving and cutting his hair during 
the days of his mourning. 


If you say that with regard to a baby it is prohibited to cut his 
hair, then you find that mourning is practiced even with a minor. 
And it was taught in a baraita: One rends the clothes of a minor 
whose relative has passed away due to the desire to bring about 
feelings of grief among those who see him. However, there is no 
inherent requirement for the minor to observe any of the halakhot 
of mourning. 


Rav Ashi said: Is it taught explicitly in the first baraita cited by Rav 
Pinehas that if it is prohibited for one to shave during the Festival, 
it is likewise prohibited to shave during the week of mourning? That 
was merely an inference. Perhaps there are those among them for 
whom it is prohibited, while there are others among them for 
whom it is permitted. If so, there is no clear support from this 
baraita for Shmuel’s statement. 


§ A mourner does not practice the halakhot of his mourning on 


a Festival, as it is stated: “And you shall rejoice in your Festival” 


(Deuteronomy 16:14). 
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HALAKHA 
One rends the clothes of a minor — Pr pyp: If a 
minor has a close relative who dies, he rends his garment 
in order to arouse feelings of grief in those around him 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 340:27). 


Cutting the hair of a baby - op niww mbs: During the 
intermediate days of the Festival, it is permitted for one 
to cut a baby’s hair if it is bothering him, regardless of 
whether he was born before or during the Festival. This 
is permitted even in public (Rema; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 531:6). 
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NOTES 


Overrides the positive mitzva of the individual — 17 
rw nwy: The language of the Gemara here implies that 
mourning is a positive mitzva by Torah law, and many 
halakhic authorities rule in this manner (see Rambam). 
They bring support from verse: “And if | had eaten the 
sin-offering today” (Leviticus 10:19), which is written in 
reference to Aaron the priest after the death of two of his 
sons (Rambam). Another verse states: “Make for yourself 
mourning, as for an only son” (Jeremiah 6:26), which implies 
that the mourning rituals were well established before the 
time of Jeremiah (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Rashi; 
Rid). There are also other verses that refer to mourning 
practices (see Ezekiel 24:17, 31:15). 

However, other authorities hold that only the first day of 
mourning is by Torah law, and there is also a dispute with 
regard to the following evening (Rif on tractate Berakhot). 
The statement here that mourning is a positive mitzva of 
he individual is only according to the opinion of certain 
tanna‘im. Rabbeinu Shlomo ben HaYatom writes that the 
erm used by the Gemara here is referring only to the first 
day of the mourning period. Others write that while most of 
he halakhot of mourning are by rabbinic law, the Gemara 
here is referring specifically to the prohibition against hair- 
cutting, which is derived from the Torah itself in reference 
o Aaron and his sons (Ra’avad; Sefer Hashlama). 

Some authorities hold that all the halakhot of mourning 
are by rabbinic law, and when the Gemara uses the term 
positive mitzva it means by rabbinic law. It uses shorthand 
rather than explaining at length that a positive mitzva 
incumbent upon the community by Torah law overrides 
a positive mitzva of an individual by rabbinic law (Rosh). 
Another possibility is that the positive mitzva of the com- 
munity to rejoice on a Festival is also referring to a rabbinic 
mitzva (see Tosafot; Ba'al Halakhot Gedolot). 


If one does not listen to the judgment we ostracize 
him- mb Paw KPT my xb x: Tosafot question this, as 
normally the court would seize property as collateral and 
ostracize only as a last resort. However, it could be argued 
that ostracism is a more universal judgment, since if one 
does not own property, he can still be forced to listen to 
the court by being ostracized (Ramat Shmuel). 


HALAKHA 
Judgment during the Festival - 3x3 pt: A court may 
judge cases of capital or monetary law on the intermediate 
days of a Festival, and it may ostracize one who refuses to 
listen to its judgment (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 545710). 


The fast of the Sanhedrin — prtqap7 Biv: Ifthe Sanhedrin 
condemns someone to death, the judges may not eat the 
entire day. This is derived from the verse: “You shall not eat 
with the blood” (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 
13:4). 


One whois liable to be put to death during the Festival — 
“yina namma In: If one is liable to be put to death by the 

court during the Festival, the court deliberates for the entire 

day, allowing the judges to eat and drink during that time. 
They then convict him just before sunset and put him to 

death (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 13:5). 
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The Gemara explains: If it is a mourning period that had already 
begun at the outset of the Festival, the positive mitzva of rejoic- 
ing on the Festival, which is incumbent upon the community, 
comes and overrides the positive mitzva of the individual," 
i.e., the mourning. And if the mourning period began only now, 
i.e., the deceased died during the Festival, the positive mitzva of 
the individual does not come and override the positive mitzva 
of the community. 


The Gemara asks: With regard to one who was ostracized, what 
is the halakha? Must he observe the practices of ostracism, or 
are they overridden by the mitzva to rejoice on the Festival? Rav 
Yosef said: Come and hear an answer from that which is taught: 
During the Festival the court judges cases of capital law, cases of 
lashes, and cases of monetary law." It is known that if one does 
not listen to and follow the judgment, among the possibilities 
of enforcement is that we ostracize him" until he accepts the 
verdict. 


And if it enters your mind that one does not observe the prac- 
tices of ostracism during the Festival, the following a fortiori 
argument can be made: If, for one who has already been ostra- 
cized at the outset of the Festival, the Festival comes and over- 
rides his observance of that status, is it reasonable that now we, 
the court, should ostracize he who does not listen to the judg- 
ment of the court during the Festival itself? Rather, it must be that 
one does observe the practices of ostracism, even during the 
Festival. 


Abaye said to him: There is no proof from here, as perhaps when 
the baraita states that the court judges cases, what it meant is that 
it deliberates in judgment on the Festival, but it does not actually 
reach a verdict. Therefore, the court never ostracizes someone 
during the Festival. Accordingly, there is no a fortiori argument 
proving that one observes the practices of ostracism during the 
Festival. Because if you do not say so, that the baraita is referring 
to deliberation, then in the cases of capital law that are taught, 
here too, would we put someone to death on the Festival? 


But if so, the judges would be prevented from rejoicing on the 

Festival, as it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Akiva says: From 

where is it derived with regard to the Sanhedrin who put some- 
one to death that they may not taste any food or drink for the 

entire rest of the day?" The verse states: “You shall not eat with 

the blood” (Leviticus 19:26). It is not appropriate to eat during 

the same day that they caused bloodshed. 


Rather, the statement of the baraita, that the court judges cases 
of capital law, must be referring to deliberating in judgment and 
not actually reaching a verdict. Here too, in cases of monetary law 
and of lashes, it is referring to deliberating in judgment, without 
the possibility of ostracizing anyone during the Festival. Rav Yosef 
said to him: If so, if only deliberations are conducted during 
the Festival, you find a perversion of justice by delaying his 
verdict. 


Rather, the judges come in the morning as usual and deliberate 
in judgment. They then enter their homes and eat and drink 
all day, i.e., as much as they desire, in order to rejoice fully on 
the Festival. Then they come back to the courthouse close to 
sunset and complete his judgment, i.e., they dispense the verdict, 
and if necessary, they kill him." In this manner, they are not 
prevented from enjoying the Festival properly. 


Abaye said: Come and hear another support from a baraita: And 
itis the case with regard to one who is ostracized, that the Sages 
permitted him to get a haircut during the intermediate days of 
the Festival. This indicates that one who is ostracized need not 
observe the practices of ostracism during the Festival. 
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Rava said: Is it taught in the baraita: That they permitted it, 
which would indicate that the Sages permitted all those who 
were ostracized to cut their hair on the intermediate days of 
the Festival? Rather, it is taught: They permitted him. This 
indicates that it is referring to an individual case, where one went 
and appeased his opposing litigant and the Sages came and 
released him from his decree of ostracism. 


§ The Gemara asks a similar question: With regard to a leper,’ 
what is the halakha? Must he observe the practices of his leper 
status, or are they overridden by the mitzva to rejoice during the 
Festival?" Abaye said: Come and hear a proof from a baraita: 
And both the nazirite and the leper who transfers from his state 
of ritual impurity to his new state of purity may shave on the 
intermediate days of the Festival. This implies that if during 
the days of his impurity he must observe all of the ordinary 
practices, even during the Festival. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: The baraita is speaking employing 
the didactic style of: Needless to say. Needless to say, during 
the days of his impurity on the Festival, he does not observe 
the practices of ostracism. However, with regard to one who 
regains his state of purity during the intermediate days of the 
Festival, one might think that we should issue a decree that 
he not be permitted to shave, lest he delay sacrificing his offer- 
ings until the last day of the Festival, when it is prohibited to 
sacrifice offerings of an individual. Perhaps prohibiting him 
from shaving will prevent this possibility. Therefore, because 
one might have thought that shaving should be prohibited, the 
baraita teaches us that it is, in fact, permitted for him to shave 
during the intermediate days of the Festival. 


Rava said: Come and hear another source. The verse states: 
“And the leper" in whom the plague is, his clothes shall be rent” 
(Leviticus 13:45). The extra emphasis of the phrase: “And the 
leper” comes to include the High Priest, teaching that all the 
halakhot of the leper apply to him. And the status of the High 
Priest during the entire year is like that of everyone on a Festi- 
val, as we learned in a mishna (Horayot 12b): The High Priest 
sacrifices animals when he has the status of an acute mourner," 
i.e., before the burial of a close relative who died, but he may 
not eat of the offering. Learn from it that a leper practices 
the customs of his leprosy during the Festival. The Gemara 
concludes: Indeed, learn from it that this is so. 


§ The source for the halakha that it is prohibited for a mourner 
to receive a haircut" is derived from the fact that the Merciful 
One states to the sons of Aaron: “Let not the hair of your heads 
go loose” (Leviticus 10:6). It was prohibited for them to let their 
hair grow long during their period of mourning over the death of 
their brothers, Nadav and Avihu. By inference, it is teaching that 
for everyone else, i.e., non-priests, it is prohibited to cut their 
hair during the period of mourning. 


Leprosy [tzara‘at] 


-= yw: Traditionally rendered as leprosy, 


BACKGROUND 


Leprosy is one of the primary sources of ritual impurity, and 


the term tzara‘at used in the Torah is not necessarily identi- 
cal with leprosy as defined by modern medicine. The Torah 
term refers to symptoms that cause severe ritual impurity. The 
halakhot governing these symptoms are detailed at length in 
Leviticus, chapters 13-15, and in the Mishna in tractate Nega‘im. 
There can be leprosy of the skin, hair, articles of clothing, or 
houses. 

When a symptom appears, it is examined by a priest. Only 
a priest is authorized to determine whether to quarantine the 
affected person for a certain period or to declare immediately 
that the symptom is, or is not, leprosy. 


any item touched by a leper also becomes impure. While the 
Jews were in the desert, one afflicted with leprosy was sent out 
of the Israelite camp, and when the Jewish people lived in Eretz 
Yisrael, a leper was sent out of any walled city. The leper was 
obligated to live alone until his affliction was cured. 

A garment affected by leprosy is burned, and a contami- 
nated house is entirely destroyed and its rubble disposed of 
in a ritually impure place. A cured leper must undergo special 
purification rites outside the city and a purification ceremony 
in the Temple itself. He is obligated to bring special offerings as 
part of his purification. 


——__——————___ NOTES 
A leper during the Festival — bya yqa: Some explain 
that the question is whether or not all the halakhot of the 
leper should be observed on the Festival (Rashi; Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola). However, the Rid finds this explana- 
tion difficult and explains that the only question is with 
regard to the rabbinic prohibitions pertaining to the leper, 
such as washing clothes or greeting people. However, those 
activities that are prohibited by Torah law, such as cutting 
one’s hair or entering the camp, certainly remain in effect 
(see Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


And the leper — yny: Some explain that this derivation is 
based on the apparently superfluous letters vav and heh at 
the beginning of the word (Rabbeinu Shlomo ben HaYatom). 
Others suggest that the entire word seems to be extraneous 
(Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). Still others hold that it is not 
this word that is unnecessary, but the following phrase: “In 
whom the plague is” (see Korban Aharon). 


HALAKHA 


A leper on Shabbat and during the Festival - nawa yisia 
sip oF: Even on Shabbat and Festivals, a leper observes 
all of his normal practices, including those that are similar 
to mourning (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 
10:6). 


The High Priest sacrifices as an acute mourner — bina > 
Rix apa: The High Priest may perform the service in the 
Temple, even when he is an acute mourner. However, he 
may not eat from consecrated meat (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 2:6, 8). 


A mourner with regard to receiving a haircut — bax 
misna: It is prohibited for a mourner to have a haircut or 
to shave (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 390:1). 
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Perek III 
Daf15 Amuda 


NOTES 


Those who are ostracized and lepers — py visa pnya: The 
early authorities ask: Isn't it implicit in the mishna that one 
who is ostracized or a leper may not cut his hair? Why is it 
necessary to seek evidence from another source (see Rid; 
Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris)? Similarly, the answers to 
some of the questions of the Gemara appear to be stated 
explicitly in the verse, e.g., the question concerning the 
wrapping of a leper's head. 

Some suggest that perhaps the Gemara here holds in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva, that the verse 
there is referring to a different issue. The Ritva writes that 
perhaps these questions are asked because this is the style 
of the Gemara. In the manuscript of Rashi, this idea is taken 
further. It is suggested there that these questions are not 
actually necessary and are only mentioned to increase 
Torah learning. Therefore, when asking these questions, the 
Gemara uses a set formula to ask questions: A question is 
asked based on a halakha that applies to a mourner, and the 
Gemara asks if it applies to a person who was ostracized or 
toa leper. In order to maintain this formula, the Gemara also 
asks questions for which there are straightforward answers 
(see Tal Hayyim). 


Like the heap of Achan — py bw tap: Achan was notorious 
for having taken from the spoils of Jericho, which had been 
set aside for God. His theft led to casualties in the subsequent 
war against the city of Ai. Once his trespass was discovered, 
Achan was put to death and a pile of stones was heaped 
upon his grave (see Joshua 7:26). 


Who place a large stone - moins 12% pwa: Rashi explains 
that placing the stone is meant to serve only as a reminder of 
the decree of ostracism (manuscript of Rashi). It is intended 
to publicize the matter (Jalmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 
According to Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom, this also warns 
others about the severity of the deceased's sin. He further 
explains that it is sufficient to place only one stone on the 
grave because when a court rules that one is to be stoned, a 
single large stone is first placed on his chest, and if he dies he 
is not stoned further. Therefore, the placement of one stone 
is defined as stoning by halakha. Based on this, the halakhic 
authorities understand that all those mourning customs 
that show respect for the deceased are not practiced in the 
case of one who was ostracized, and only those customs 
that are meant to honor the living mourners apply in such 
a case (see Rif). 


A person who is ostracized wrapping his head — 771272 
myI: Some say that an ostracized person is required to 
wrap his head. Abaye is merely rejecting the proof, but not 
the halakha, which is in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Yosef (Rav Hai Gaon). 
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The Gemara asks: What is the halakha governing those who are 
ostracized and lepers," with regard to a haircut? The Gemara 
answers: Come and hear that which was taught in a baraita: 
Those who are ostracized" and lepers" are prohibited from 
cutting their hair and laundering their clothes. 


It was further taught there: If one who is ostracized dies, the 
court places stones on his coffin. Rabbi Yehuda says: This does 
not mean that they pile up a heap of stones over him like the 
heap of stones that was placed over the grave of Achan" (see 
Joshua 7:26). Rather, the court sends its agents, who place a 
large stone’ on his coffin as a symbolic gesture. This comes to 
teach you that anyone who is ostracized and dies while in his 
period of ostracism, without seeking to be released from it, the 
court places stones on his coffin." 


Q The Gemara continues: A mourner is obligated to wrap his 
head as a sign of mourning, covering his head and face." This is 
derived from the fact that the Merciful One says to Ezekiel, 
while he is in mourning: “And cover not your upper lip” (Ezekiel 
24:17). God commands Ezekiel not to display outward signs 
of mourning, which proves by inference that everyone else is 
obligated to wrap their heads in this manner. 


The Gemara asks: What is the halakha governing a person who 
is ostracized, with regard to wrapping of the head?" Rav Yosef 
said: Come and hear that which was taught in a baraita about 
those who were fasting for rain and whose prayers were not 
answered: And they wrap themselves and sit as those who are 
ostracized and as mourners, until they are shown mercy from 
Heaven. This implies that those who are ostracized must wrap 
their heads like mourners. Abaye said to him: Perhaps one who 
is ostracized by Heaven is different, as that is more serious 
than being ostracized by an earthly court. 


The Gemara continues and asks: What is the halakha in the case 
of a leper with regard to wrapping of the head?" Come and hear 
a proof based upon the verse: “And he shall cover his upper lip” 
(Leviticus 13:45), from which it may be learned by inference that 
he is obligated to wrap his head. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, 
learn from here that this is the case. 


HALAKHA 


One who has been ostracized with regard to cutting hair 
and laundering clothes — 731 nysona AAI: One who 
has been ostracized may not cut his hair or launder his clothes 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 334:2). 


A leper with regard to cutting hair and laundering clothes - 
TD nyana yrivn: A leper may not cut his hair or launder 
his clothes as long as he is quarantined (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 10:6). 


One who is ostracized and dies — m1 mana: If one who 
was ostracized died without having his decree of ostracism 
removed, then the court appoints emissaries to place a stone 
on his coffin. The relatives of such a person do not rend 
their clothes, remove their shoes, or deliver eulogies for the 
deceased. 

This applies to those who were ostracized for committing 
sins; however, one who was ostracized as a penalty for not 
meeting his financial obligations is treated with the honor due 
to any other person who passed away. The reason for this is 


because one becomes exempt from such a penalty once he 
passes away (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 334:3). 


A mourner wrapping his head - n5*bya Sa: A mourner is 
required to wrap his head in such a way that the end of a scarf 
or shawl covers his mouth and nose. According to the Rema, 
it is not customary to carry out this practice today because 
shawls are not ordinarily worn, and one should not be stringent 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 386:1). 


A person who is ostracized wrapping his head - 77131 
maya: One who has been ostracized is not required to wrap 
his head. This is because the issue is left unresolved by the 
Gemara, and the halakha generally follows the lenient opin- 
ion in unresolved issues concerning rabbinic mitzvot (Shakh; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 334:1). 


A leper wrapping his head - n5»eya priv: A leper is required 
to wrap his head and cover his upper lip (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 10:6). 
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§ The Gemara moves on to another halakha: A mourner is pro- 
hibited from donning phylacteries." This is derived from the fact 
that the Merciful One says to Ezekiel, while he is in mourning: 
“Bind your headwear [pe’er] upon yourself” (Ezekiel 24:17)." The 
word peer alludes to phylacteries. Ezekiel was unique in that he 
was commanded to put on phylacteries while in mourning, which 
proves by inference that everyone else is prohibited from doing 
so. 


The Gemara asks: What is the halakha governing one who is 
ostracized, with regard to phylacteries? The dilemma shall stand 
unresolved. The Gemara proceeds to its next question: What is 
the halakha in the case of a leper with regard to phylacteries? 
The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from the following 
baraita: The verse states: “And the leper” (Leviticus 13:45); as 
explained earlier, this comes to include the High Priest in all the 
halakhot of the leper. The verse states there: “His garments shall be 
perumim, meaning that they shall be rent. The verse continues: 

“And his head shall be parua,” and this peria means only growing 
the hair long; this is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. 


Rabbi Akiva says: The meaning of these terms is derived through 
a verbal analogy. The verse states a form of the verb being, with 
regard to one’s head in the verse: “His head shall be,” teaching that 
a leper must perform a certain action with his head. And the verse 
states a form of the verb being with regard to a leper’s garment, in 
the verse: “His garment shall be.” Just as the term being stated with 
regard to his garment is referring to an object external to his body, 
so too, the term being used with regard to his head is referring to 
an object external to his body. The Gemara derives from this: 
What, is it not referring to phylacteries, and the verse teaches that 
it is prohibited for a leper to wear phylacteries? 


Rav Pappa said: No, there is no proof from here, as the verse may 
be referring to a cap [kumta]‘ or a scarf [sudara], which people 
wear on their heads. It is possible to explain that according to Rabbi 
Akiva, it is prohibited for a leper to wear such headwear because it 
is excessive adornment." 


Q The Gemara continues: A mourner is prohibited from greeting 
others or be greeted." This is derived from the fact that the Merciful 
One says to Ezekiel: “Sigh in silence” (Ezekiel 24:17), implying 
that aside from what was absolutely essential, he was prohibited 
from speaking. 


NOTES 


Bind your headwear [peer] upon yourself — poy wisn pya: 
In tractate Berakhot this conclusion is reached in a different 
manner. It is stated there that phylacteries are referred to as 
peer, literally meaning splendor, and it is not appropriate for 
a mourner to be crowned with such splendor. Additionally, 
when a mourner wears phylacteries it is disrespectful toward 
the mitzva of phylacteries, as the mourner is in a lowly state, and 
it is inappropriate that words describing God's glory rest upon 
him. In Tosefot HaRosh it is noted that these two explanations 
complement each other. While the halakha is derived from the 
Gemara here, the reasoning behind it is explained in tractate 
Berakhot. 


Sigh in silence — B47 Pax: Josafot allude to the difficulty with 
this proof. The Gemara has already shown that Ezekiel’s mourning 
was an exceptional case, and ordinary mourners should do the 
opposite of everything he was instructed to do. If so, how is it 
possible to prove that a mitzva of silence stated with regard to 
Ezekiel also applies to other mourners? 

The early authorities who address this issue answer it in sev- 
eral different ways. Some say that the instruction: “Sigh in silence,’ 


applies to Ezekiel and other mourners as well. Immediately 
afterward he was instructed: “Make no mourning for the dead” 
(Ezekiel 24:17), with regard to the further instructions, which 
were unique to him (Ra‘avad; Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 
The reason for this is because mourning is not immediately 
evident through a mourner’s silence (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel 
of Paris). 

Others suggest that God instructed Ezekiel to deviate from 
the common practice in this case as well. Therefore, the verse 
should be understood as: Sighing in silence and mourning for 
the dead, do not do. If this is the case, then this proof is similar 
to those cited for the other practices mentioned here (Rabbi 
Shlomo ben HaYatom; Nimmukei Yosef, citing Rabbi Meir HaLevi). 

Tosefot HaRosh gives a simple explanation: Certainly the Merci- 
ful One was not stricter with Ezekiel than with other mourners, 
and therefore any stringency that applied to him certainly also 
applies to other mourners as well. A similar explanation appears 
in several places in Tosafot. Others explain that all these proofs 
are meant only as support or allusions and should not be read 
too carefully. Instead, the Sages relied upon traditions or made 
decrees on their own (Sefer HaMeorot). 
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HALAKHA 

A mourner and phylacteries - pyam bax: On the first 
day of mourning, a mourner is prohibited from donning 
phylacteries, even if the deceased was buried the night 
before. From the second day of mourning onward, one 
should don phylacteries. However, different customs exist 
with regard to whether or not this may be done only in 
private (Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 38:5 
and Yoreh De'a 388:1). 


A leper growing his hair and rending his garments — 
TI AyD y8: Every leper must let his hair grow 
long and rend his garments, even if he is the High Priest 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 10:6). 


A mourner with regard to greeting others - bax 
obw nYa: A mourner may not greet others or be 
greeted (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 385:1). 


LANGUAGE 
Cap [kumta] - xm: The geonim explain that this word 
refers to a soft hat or a beret. It is related to the Arabic 40S, 
kumma, which has the same meaning. 


Scarf [sudara] - KIT: From the Latin sudarium, mean- 
ing scarf or towel. Here and in other cases, this word refers 
to a scarf wrapped around the head, which was worn by 
married rabbis. Similarly, it is customary in several com- 
munities for the rabbi to wrap a special scarf around his 
turban. 
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HALAKHA 


Mourning practices during a time of drought - mbax 
Dawa nypyya: If there is a drought and the thirteen fasts 
have been carried out without rain falling, then people should 
begin to greet each other with less emotion, and Torah schol- 
ars should not greet each other at all (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 575:7). 


A mourner with regard to Torah study - min 37a bax: A 
mourner is prohibited from studying Torah for all seven days 
of mourning. This includes the Bible, Talmud, and halakha. He 
may read the prophecies that speak about catastrophes in the 
books of Jeremiah and Job. Similarly, he may study this third 
chapter of Moed Katan and the halakhot of mourning (Pithei 
Teshuva; Arukh HaShulhan; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 384:1). 


One who has been ostracized with regard to earning a 
livelihood and studying Torah — mim M193 THI: One 
who has been ostracized may study, teach, or be taughtTorah. 
n addition, he may earn a livelihood by hiring other people 
o work for him or by hiring himself out to others (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 334:2). 


One who has been excommunicated - D93: One who 
has been excommunicated may not teach or be taught Torah. 
However, he may study Torah on his own, so that he will not 
orget what he has learned. He may not be hired for work, and 
he may not hire other people to work for him. However, he 
may establish a small store in order to earn a minimal income 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 334:2). 


A leper with regard to Torah study - myin 37a yqin: Like 
others who are impure, a leper may study Torah (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 10:6). 


NOTES 


Ostracized and excommunicated — Dy TTN: Most 
authorities explain that these terms refer to two different 
levels within the same concept. One is ostracized as a warn- 
ing, and if he fails to listen and have his decree of ostracism 
reversed then he will be excommunicated afterward. Accord- 
ing to the Ra’avad, between excommunication and ostracism 
there is an intermediate level of banishment: Shamta. 


Selling water in the valley of Aravot - xap33 X72 at 
niawi: Some say that this is meant to serve merely as a 
suggestion. Since one who is excommunicated cannot hire 
other people or be hired, and he may earn a livelihood only by 
selling his property, he is permitted to earn this small amount 
of income (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). Some say that this 
statement teaches something novel: He is permitted to sell 
water in a place where it is needed. Similarly, he may earn 
his livelihood by providing any goods or services that are 
necessities (Ritva). Others suggest that he may be involved 
only in businesses that involve minimal interaction with other 
people (see Beit Yosef). Others say that he is permitted to work 
only in a place where few people are present (Rabbi Shlomo 
ben HaYatom). 


BACKGROUND 
Valley [pakta] of Aravot — niaw xapa: The word pakta is 
another form of the word bakta, meaning valley or plain. From 
other sources, it is known that people worked and lived in 
such places, although they did not have sources of water. One 
could earn money by selling water in such places; however, 
one was able to earn only a small profit by doing so. 
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The Gemara asks: What is the halakha governing one who is 
ostracized with regard to greeting others? Rav Yosef said: 
Come and hear a proof from a baraita dealing with those who 
were fasting for rain and whose prayers were not answered. 
These people were prohibited from greeting one another, as 
people who are reprimanded by the Omnipresent." This 
indicates that those who are ostracized must not greet each 
other, just as mourners may not greet each other. Abaye said 
to him: Perhaps one who is ostracized by Heaven is different, 
as that is more serious than being ostracized by an earthly 
court. 


The Gemara continues and asks: What is the halakha concern- 
ing a leper with regard to greeting others? The Gemara sug- 
gests: Come and hear a proof from the following baraita: The 
verse states: “And he shall cover his upper lip” (Leviticus 
13:45). This means that his lips should be stuck together, that 
he should be like one who is ostracized and like a mourner, 
and he is prohibited from greeting others or being greeted. 
The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from this that this is so. 


The Gemara asks: If this is the case, then we should also resolve 
the question asked above with regard to one who is ostracized 
and say that such a person is prohibited from offering greetings. 
Rav Aha bar Pinehas said in the name of Rav Yosef: Does it 
explicitly teach that a leper is prohibited from greeting others, 
like one who is ostracized? It teaches only that he should be 
treated like one who is ostracized and like a mourner, i.e., he 
should be like them with regard to other things, and that he 
is also prohibited from greeting others. This being the case, 
no proof can be derived from here with regard to whether or 
not one who is ostracized may offer greetings. 


§ The Gemara moves on to a new topic: A mourner is pro- 
hibited from studying words of Torah." This prohibition is 
derived from the fact that the Merciful One says to Ezekiel: 


“Sigh in silence” (Ezekiel 24:17). Ezekiel was commanded to be 


silent and not discuss even Torah matters. 


The Gemara asks: What is the halakha concerning one who is 
ostracized with regard to speaking words of Torah? Rav Yosef 
said: Come and hear that which was taught in the following 
baraita: One who is ostracized may teach Torah to others, and 
others may teach him Torah. Similarly, he may be hired for 
work by others, and others may be hired by him." 


One who has been excommunicated,“ which is a more severe 

form of ostracism, may not teach Torah to others and others 

may not teach him. He may not be hired by others, and others 

may not be hired by him. However, he may study by himself, 
so that he will not interrupt his study entirely and forget 

everything he knows. And he may build a small store for his 

livelihood, so that he can earn enough money to cover his most 

basic needs, but not more. 


And Rav said: What is the small store referred to here? This is 
referring to selling water in the valley of Aravot,“® where no 
water was to be found. One selling water there could earn a 
small income. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from this 
baraita that one who is ostracized is permitted to study Torah. 


The Gemara asks: What is the halakha with regard to a leper 
speaking words of Torah?" The Gemara answers: Come and 
hear that which is taught in a baraita: It is written: “And you 
shall impart them to your children and your children’s chil- 
dren; the day that you stood before the Lord your God in 
Horeb” (Deuteronomy 4:9-10). Just as there, the revelation 
at Sinai was in reverence, fear, and trembling, so too, here, in 
every generation, Torah must be studied in a similar fashion. 
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From here the Sages stated: Zavim, lepers, and those who had 
intercourse with menstruating women despite their severe 
ritual impurity are permitted to read the Torah, Prophets, and 
Writings, and to study midrash, Talmud, halakhot, and aggada. 
But those who experienced a seminal emission are prohibit- 
ed" from doing so." The reason for this distinction is that the 
cases of severe impurity are caused by ailment or other circum- 
stances beyond one’s control; as a result, they do not necessarily 
preclude a sense of reverence and awe as one studies Torah. 
However, a seminal emission usually occurs due to frivolity and 
a lack of reverence and awe, and it is therefore inappropriate for 
one who experiences a seminal emission to engage in matters of 
Torah. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from this that a 
leper is permitted to study words of Torah. 


§ The Gemara proceeds to discuss another issue: A mourner is 
prohibited from laundering his clothes,™ as it is written: “And 
Joab sent to Tekoa, and fetched from there a wise woman, and 
said to her, I pray you, feign yourself to be a mourner, and put 
on now mourning apparel, and do not anoint yourself with 
oil, but be as a woman that had a long time mourned for the 
dead” (11 Samuel 14:2). 


The Gemara asks: What is the halakha concerning laundering 
with regard to those who are ostracized or lepers? Come and 
hear that which is taught in a baraita: Those who are ostracized 
or lepers are prohibited from cutting their hair or laundering 
their clothes. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from here 
that they are prohibited from laundering their clothes. 


The Gemara continues: A mourner is obligated to rend his 
clothes." This is derived from the fact that the Merciful One 
says to the sons of Aaron: “Neither rend your clothes” (Leviti- 
cus 10:6), which proves by inference that everyone else, all 
other mourners, are obligated to rend their clothes. 


The Gemara asks: What is the halakha of rending clothes with 
regard to one who is ostracized?" No answer is found, and the 
question shall stand unresolved. 


The Gemara continues: What is the halakha concerning a leper 
with regard to rending? Come and hear that which is taught in 
the following baraita: The verse states: “His garments shall be 
rent” (Leviticus 13:45), meaning that they shall be torn. The 
Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from here that this is the case. 


§ The Gemara moves to a different issue: A mourner is obli- 
gated to overturn his bed," so that he sleeps on the underside 
of it, as bar Kappara taught a baraita that states: 


HALAKHA 


One who experienced a seminal emission with regard to 
Torah study - 711 "1372 1p bya: Ezra the Scribe decreed that 
one who experiences a seminal emission is prohibited from 
studying Torah until he has immersed. In the era of the amora’im, 
this decree was nullified, and today it is permitted for such a 
person to study Torah without immersing. However, itis still the 
custom of the pious to be strict and immerse before studying 
Torah (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 88:1). 


Amourner with regard to laundering clothes — nptaona bay: 
A mourner may not launder his clothes for all seven days of 
mourning (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 389:1). 


A mourner with regard to rending clothes - mpa baw: 
Upon hearing that one of his close family members has passed 
away, one is required to rend his clothes (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 340:1). 


One who is ostracized with regard to rending clothes — 771319 
mya: One who has been ostracized is not required to rend 
his clothes because the issue is left unresolved by the Gemara, 
and the ruling is generally lenient in cases of doubtful issues of 
halakha concerning rabbinic decrees (Shakh; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 334:1). 


Overturning the bed - mann naa: A mourner is required 
to overturn his bed. However, for many generations this has 
no longer been the custom. The reason is either because the 
gentiles will view this as a practice of witchcraft or because 
this act is not noticeable with contemporary beds (Tur, citing 
Rosh). Some say that a mourner is required to sleep on the 
ground (Shakh), but others disagree (Panim Meirot). The custom 
today is not to be stringent with regard to this halakha (Arukh 
HaShulhan; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 3871-2). 


NOTES 

But those who experienced a seminal emission are 
prohibited — pyx pI? byn: Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of 
Paris explains that when the Torah was given the men were 
instructed to separate themselves from the women. There- 
fore, one suffering from this type of impurity is prohibited 
from learning Torah. However, there was no mention of 
other types of impurity at the time that the Torah was 
given. 


A mourner is prohibited from laundering his clothes — 
npiaana VTO% Say: Most commentaries explain that the 
proof from this verse is that the woman was instructed to 
wear mourner’s clothes, meaning clothes that were dirty 
and black (Rashi; Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; Rabbi 
Shlomo ben HaYatom). 
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Perek III 
Daf15 Amud b 


LANGUAGE 


Image [deyokan] - tpi’: This word has a Greek root, and 
some claim that it is related to the Greek Seixavov, deikanon, 
meaning a drawn or woven image. However, the geonim 
understand it to mean dio-iconin, from the Greek eikwvy, eikon, 
meaning image or form. Together with the prefix this word is 
said to mean double image or copy. 


NOTES 


One who was ostracized or a leper with regard to overturn- 
ing the bed — Twat na33... yrivin MI: The Ritva asks: The 
explanation offered for this custom in the case of a mourner 
does not apply to these other two groups. Therefore, why 
would they be required to overturn their beds? He explains 
that since their world has turned upside down, and they are 
distanced from other people, it is appropriate for them to 
overturn their beds. 


Bathing is included in anointing - 799 b3 TXT: This 
verse does not mention bathing, which makes the proof 
somewhat problematic. The Ritva explains that there is never 
a case in which anointing is prohibited and bathing is permit- 
ted. Furthermore, it is clear that the verse compares the two of 
them. The Rambam explains, as does the Meiri in greater detail, 
that the common practice was to bathe and afterward to 
anoint oneself with oil. Since the verse states that the woman 
from Tekoa was instructed not to anoint herself, she must have 
been prohibited from bathing as well. 


HALAKHA 


A leper with regard to overturning the bed - n»333 yrixia 
mri: A leper is not required to overturn his bed. The ruling is 
lenient with regard to this halakha because the question is one 
of rabbinic law that is left unresolved (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 10:6). 


Working while mourning - mbaxa maxon: A mourner is 
prohibited from working for all seven days of the mourning 
period (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 380:1). 


The final fast days for lack of rain — niaianx niyna amaa 
Dw by: During the final stage of fast days fora drought, it 
is prohibited to perform work during the day, but working at 
night is permitted. In addition, one may not wash his entire 
body with hot water; however, he may wash his hands, face, 
and feet. It is likewise prohibited to walk with shoes in the city 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 575:3). 
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God stated: I have placed the likeness of My image 
[deyokan]' within humans, as they were created in My image, 
and owing to their sins I have overturned it, as when this 
person died the Divine image in him was removed. Therefore, 
you must also overturn your beds on account of this. The 
Gemara asks: What is the halakha governing one who was 
ostracized or a leper, with regard to overturning the bed?" 
The Gemara has no answer, and the question shall stand 
unresolved. 


§ The Gemara proceeds to the next topic: A mourner is pro- 
hibited from performing work, as it is written: “And I will 
turn your Festivals into mourning” (Amos 8:10). The Gemara 
infers: Just as a Festival is a time when it is prohibited to work, 
so too, a mourner is prohibited from performing work." 


The Gemara asks: What is the halakha concerning one who 
was ostracized with regard to the performance of work? 
Rav Yosef said: Come and hear that which is taught in the 
following baraita: When the Sages said that the performance 
of work is prohibited on a communal fast due to lack of rain, 
they meant only that work is prohibited during the day of 
the fast, but during the night of the fast it is permitted." And 
you find a similar halakha with regard to a person who was 
ostracized and with regard to a mourner. What, is it not with 
regard to all of the prohibitions stated that the baraita says 
that they apply to one who was ostracized as well, including 
the prohibition to engage in work? The Gemara rejects this 
argument: No, this is referring to the rest of the prohibitions, 
but not to work. 


The Gemara offers a different proof: Come and hear that 
which was taught in the following baraita: One who is ostra- 
cized may teach Torah to others, and others may teach him 
Torah. Similarly, he may be hired for work by others, and 
others may be hired by him. The Gemara concludes: Learn 
from here that it is permitted for one who is ostracized 
to engage in work. The Gemara asks: What is the halakha 
concerning a leper, with regard to the performance of 
work? An answer is not found, and the question shall stand 
unresolved. 


§ The Gemara discusses a different prohibition: A mourner 
is prohibited from bathing, as it is written: “And do not 
anoint yourself with oil, but be as a woman that had for along 
time mourned for the dead” (11 Samuel 14:2). And bathing is 
included in the category of anointing," as both activities have 
a similar goal, i.e., cleanliness. 


The Gemara asks: What is the halakha concerning one who is 

ostracized with regard to bathing? Rav Yosef said: Come and 

hear that which was taught in the following baraita: When the 

Sages said that bathing is prohibited on a communal fast, 
they meant only that a person may not wash his entire body, 
but washing his face, his hands, and his feet is permitted. 
And you find a similar halakha with regard to a person who 

was ostracized and with regard to a mourner. What, is it not 

with regard to all the prohibitions stated in the baraita, includ- 
ing the prohibition against bathing, that they apply also to one 

who is ostracized? The Gemara rejects this argument: No, this 

is referring to the rest of the prohibitions, but not to bathing. 
The Gemara asks: What is the halakha concerning a leper with 

regard to bathing? An answer is not found, and the question 

shall stand unresolved. 
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§ The Gemara moves to the next topic: A mourner is prohibited 
from wearing shoes." Since the Merciful One says to Ezekiel 
with regard to how his mourning rites should differ from the 
accepted custom: “And put your shoes upon your feet” (Ezekiel 
24:17), which shows by inference that everyone else, i.e., all other 
mourners, is prohibited from wearing shoes. 


The Gemara asks: What is the halakha concerning one who is 

ostracized with regard to wearing shoes?" Rav Yosef said: Come 

and hear that which is taught in the following baraita: When the 

Sages said that wearing shoes is prohibited on a communal fast, 
they meant only that one may not wear shoes when he is walking 
about in the city, but ifhe set out to travel on the road, wearing 
shoes is permitted. How so? When he sets out on the road, he 

may put on his shoes. But as soon as he enters the city once again, 
he must take off his shoes and continue barefoot. And you find 

a similar halakha with regard to a person who was ostracized 

and with regard to a mourner. What, is it not with regard to all 

of the prohibitions stated in the baraita, including the prohibition 

against wearing shoes, that they apply also to one who was ostra- 
cized? The Gemara rejects this argument: No, this is referring to 

the rest of the prohibitions, but not to wearing shoes. 


The Gemara asks: What is the halakha concerning a leper with 
regard to wearing shoes?" No answer is found, and the question 
shall stand unresolved. 


§ The Gemara considers another issue: A mourner is prohibited 
from engaging in sexual relations," as it is written: “And David 
comforted Bath-Sheba his wife, and went into her, and lay with 
her” (11 Samuel 12:24), after their son had died. This proves by 
inference that initially, during the period of mourning, sexual 
relations were forbidden. 


The Gemara asks: What is the halakha concerning one who 
is ostracized with regard to sexual relations? Rav Yosef said: 
Come and hear that which is taught in a baraita: All those 
years that the Jewish people were in the wilderness they were 
ostracized,’ and yet they engaged in sexual relations, as there 
were children born to them during that period. It follows that it is 
permitted for one who is ostracized to engage in sexual relations. 
Abaye said to him: Perhaps one who is ostracized by Heaven is 
different, as that is less serious’ than being ostracized by an 
earthly court. 


The Gemara asks in astonishment: Is it less serious? But didn’t 
you, Abaye, say elsewhere that a decree of ostracism imposed by 
Heaven is more serious than one issued by an earthly court? For 
this reason, Abaye rejected several proofs of Rav Yosef from the 
previously cited baraita. The Gemara answers: Abaye is uncertain 
whether a decree of ostracism imposed by Heaven is more or less 
serious than one imposed by an earthly court. Therefore, when 
he goes in this direction he rejects the argument, and when he 
goes in that direction he rejects the argument. Abaye asserts 
that since the issue is in doubt, no proof can be derived from 
ostracism issued by Heaven. 


NOTES 


In the wilderness they were ostracized — 11 pnan 9223: The 
early authorities find evidence of this ostracism in that whichis 
stated after the sin of the spies: “For every day a year, you shall 
bear your sins. ..and you shall know My displeasure” (Numbers 
14:34; manuscript of Rashi). Others derive evidence of ostracism 
from the fact that God did not speak to Moses throughout the 
years following the sin of the spies until that generation had 
died out (Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). 


One who is ostracized by Heaven...that is less serious — 


pT.. Day TN: A simple explanation for this opinion is that 
people are generally less afraid of God than they are of other 
people (Commentary on Moed Katan). The Ra'avad explains 
that being ostracized by Heaven is dependent upon God, 
Who does not want to prevent one from observing mitzvot 
such as sacrificing offerings or having children. Instead He 
only prohibited one from activities that relate to other people. 
However, a court that has imposed ostracism does not make 
this distinction and prohibits such a person from both types of 
activities (Tosefot HaRosh). 


HALAKHA —— 
A mourner with regard to wearing shoes — nya bax 
Dnon: A mourner may not wear shoes for all seven days 
ofthe mourning period (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 380:1). 


One who is ostracized with regard to wearing shoes — 
non nona maa: One who has been ostracized may not 
wear shoes, like a mourner, because many sources imply that 
one who has been ostracized is required to remove his shoes. 
The Beit Yosefexplains the opinion of the Rivash, who cites the 

Rashba, and maintains that it is permitted for such a person 

to wear shoes. The common practice follows this opinion 

(Shakh; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 334:2). 


A leper with regard to bathing and wearing shoes - yrix7a 
Yuon nym TXT: A leper is permitted to bathe and to 
wear shoes. The ruling i is lenient with regard to these halakhot 
and other similar cases because the issue is left unresolved, 
and the law itself is rabbinic (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Tumat Tzara‘at 10:6). 


Amourner with regard to sexual relations — wowna bax: A 
mourner may not engage in sexual relations for all seven days 
of the mourning period (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 380:1). 
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HALAKHA 


A leper with regard to sexual relations — yri¥a 
wana: A quarantined leper may engage in sexual 
relations (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Tzara‘at 
10:6). 


Sending offerings — nia? mw: A mourner may 
not send offerings for all seven days of the mourn- 
ing period. Similarly, a leper may not send offerings 
because as long as he is unfit to enter the camp, he is 
also unfit to sacrifice an offering. This is the case even 
if he sends it with a messenger. It is unclear whether 
or not one who has been ostracized may send an 
offering; therefore, if an offering is sacrificed on his 
behalf it is accepted (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Biat 
HaMikdash 2:11). 


BACKGROUND 


Peace-offering - ony: Male and female cattle 
or sheep may be sacrificed as peace offerings (see 
Leviticus, chapter 3). They are offerings of lesser holi- 
ness and may be slaughtered anywhere within the 
Temple courtyard. Their blood is sprinkled on the two 
opposite corners of the altar in such a manner that it 
will drip down on each of the altar’s four sides. Part of 
each peace-offering is burned on the altar, and the 
breast and the right hind leg are given to the priests. 
The rest is eaten by one bringing the offering, with 
his family. They may eat of the offering anywhere in 
he city, on the day the animal is sacrificed and dur- 
ing the following night and day. With the exception 
of the Festival peace-offering and a few other cases, 
he peace-offerings were voluntary gifts. The word 
offering used without qualification usually means a 
peace-offering. 
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The Gemara continues: What is the halakha concerning a leper with 
regard to sexual relations?" Come and hear a proof, as it is taught 
in a baraita: The verse concerning a leper states: “But he shall remain 
outside his tent seven days” (Leviticus 14:8), from which it is derived 
that a leper should be like one who is ostracized and like a mourner, 
and he is prohibited from engaging in sexual relations. How is this 
derived? The only meaning of the term “his tent” is his wife, as is 
stated after the giving of the Torah: “Go say to them, return again 
to your tents” (Deuteronomy 5:27). This statement rendered it 
permitted for the men to once again engage in sexual relations with 
their wives after they had previously been prohibited to do so in 
anticipation of the giving of the Torah, as expressed in the verse: 


“Come not near a woman” (Exodus 19:15). The Gemara concludes: 


Indeed, learn from this that it is prohibited for a leper to engage in 
sexual relations. 


The Gemara asks: If this is the case, then can we also resolve the 
question raised above with regard to one who is ostracized, by saying 
that it is prohibited for such a person to engage in sexual relations? 
Rav Huna, son of Rav Pinehas, said in the name of Rav Yosef: Is it 
taught that a leper is prohibited from engaging in sexual relations 
like one who is ostracized? It states only that he should be treated 
like one who is ostracized and like a mourner, i.e., he should be 
like them with regard to other things, and in addition he is prohib- 
ited from engaging in sexual relations. Therefore, no proof can be 
derived from here with regard to one who is ostracized that he, too, 
is prohibited from engaging in sexual relations. 


§ The Gemara continues: Amourner may not send his offerings to 
the Temple," as itis taught in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon says: A peace- 
offering [shelamim]* is given this name also to teach us that one may 
sacrifice it only at a time when he is whole [shalem]" and his mind 
is settled," but not at a time when he is an acute mourner," i.e., on 
the first day of his bereavement, when he is distressed. 


The Gemara asks: What is the halakha concerning one who is ostra- 
cized with regard to sending his offerings to the Temple? Rav Yosef 
said: Come and hear a proof from that which is taught in a baraita: 

All those years that the Jewish people were in the wilderness they 

were ostracized, and yet they sent their offerings." Abaye said to 

him: Perhaps one who is ostracized by Heaven is different, as that 

is less serious than being ostracized by an earthly court. 


The Gemara asks in astonishment: Is it less serious? But certainly 
you, Abaye, said elsewhere that being ostracized by Heaven is more 
serious than being ostracized by an earthly court. The Gemara offers 
a resolution: Abaye is uncertain whether being ostracized by Heaven 
is more or less serious than being ostracized by an earthly court, and 
therefore he rejects Rav Yosef’s arguments in both directions. 


NOTES 


A peace-offering [shelamim] at a time when he is whole 
[shalem] - aby NAW prota Dyw: Some say that the word shela- 
mim, which is written in Hebrew i in the plural, indicates that both 
the animal being sacrificed and the one sacrificing it must be 
whole [shalem]. In a baraita it is taught that this principle applies 
to other offerings as well, not only to peace-offerings. 


At a time when he is whole and his mind is settled - xime pa 
obw: According to Rashi, this statement indicates that his mind 
is whole and he is settled. Similarly, in the manuscript of Rashi it 
is written that this expression means he must be joyous. Others 
explain that such a person must not be lacking anything, and 
when one member of his immediate family is lacking he can 
no longer be considered whole (Jalmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; 
Commentary on Moed Katan). 


When he is an acute mourner — iN NIAW: Some of the early 
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authorities write that the prohibition against sending an offering 
refers specifically to an acute mourner, whose pain is very intense 
(Rid; Ra'avad on Sifra). However, the majority of the commen- 
taries disagree, and they show from the Josefta that a mourner 
is prohibited from sending an offering for the entire seven-day 
period of mourning. 


They were ostracized and they sent their offerings — 97 paa 
oni ann: Tosafot note that the Torah does not explicitly 
mention that the people sacrificed offerings during the forty years 
in the wilderness. Some explain that it can be assumed that they 
sacrificed the daily offering and the additional offerings (Jalmid 
Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). Others write that because they did not eat 
non-consecrated meat in the desert, according to the opinion of 
Rabbi Yishmael, whenever the Torah mentions that they ate meat 
it must be referring to eating meat from peace-offerings (Rabbi 
Shlomo ben HaYatom; see Turei Aven). 
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The Gemara asks: What is the halakha with regard to a leper send- 
ing his offerings" to the Temple? The Gemara answers: Come and 
hear a proof, as it is taught in a baraita with regard to a priest who 
became ritually impure: “And after he is purified, they shall count 
for him seven days” (Ezekiel 44:26). The verse should be under- 
stood as follows: “And after he is purified”; after he has separated 
from his deceased relative." “They shall count for him seven 
days”; these are the seven days of his counting" before he may 
purify himself. “And on the day that he goes into the Sanctuary, 
into the inner court, to minister in the Sanctuary, he shall 
sacrifice his sin-offering, says the Lord God” (Ezekiel 44:27); 


this is the meal-offering of a tenth of an ephah of flour, which 
every priest would bring on the day he began serving in the Temple. 
But as long as he is ritually impure, whether because he had come 
into contact with a corpse or due to leprosy, he may not send his 
offerings to the Temple; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda. 


Rabbi Shimon says: The verse states: “And on the day that he goes 
into the Sanctuary, into the inner court, to minister in the Sanctu- 
ary he shall sacrifice his sin offering.” This teaches that when he 
is fit to enter" the Sanctuary, he is fit to sacrifice an offering. But 
when he is not fit to go into the Sanctuary, i.e., when he is ritually 
impure, he is not fit to sacrifice an offering. This implies that a 
leper may not send his offerings to the Temple to be sacrificed on 
the altar, as he himself is not fit to enter the Temple. 


§ Having discussed some of the restrictions applying to a person 
who was ostracized, the Gemara explains some of the basic prin- 
ciples relating to ostracism: Rava said: From where do we derive 
that a court agent is sent’ to summon the defendant to appear 
before the court before he is ostracized? As it is written: “And 
Moses sent to call Dathan and Abiram, the sons of Eliab” (Num- 
bers 16:12). And from where do we derive that we summon the 
defendant, that he himself must appear before the court?" As it 
is written: “And Moses said to Korah: Be you and all your con- 
gregation before the Lord, you and they, and Aaron, tomorrow” 
(Numbers 16:16). 


HALAKHA 


Summoning to court — rb mya: The court sends messengers come the second time, he should be summoned a third time. 


that summon one to court on a specific day. If he does not come 
the first time, he is summoned a second time. If he does not 


If he does not come at any time during that day, he is ostracized 
on the next day (Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 11:1). 
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NOTES 


What is the halakha with regard to a leper sending his 
offerings - Ypap nhw yma privia: The doubt in this case 
is not due to impurity, as other impure people are permitted 
to send offerings. Here, the question is whether a leper falls 
into the same category as a mourner, who is not considered 
to be whole (Rid). 


After he has separated from his deceased relative - mx 
maT pa inwa: The reason that the Gemara does not explain 
this phrase according to the simple meaning of the words, i.e., 
that it is referring to counting after the purification of the one 
who became ritually impure, is because after he has become 
pure there is no clear reason for him to continue counting 
(Ra'avad) In the commentary on Moed Katan, it is written that 
this verse is referring to the High Priest. Immediately after he 
has left the deceased he may return to sacrificing offerings, 
because he is permitted to do so while he is a mourner, 
unlike other priests (Rid). 


These are the seven days of his counting — 72» nyaw by 
itap: In the manuscript of Rashi, it is explained that since the 
verse is referring to these days as counting, it must be refer- 
ring to the purification of a leper, whose purification process 
involves counting. Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris explains 
slightly differently, noting that since the verse lists the days of 
one’s counting, it must be referring to a purification process 
that involves counting after the impurity has passed, i.e., the 
purification of a leper. 


— ž NOTES 
When he is fit to enter — mab MW pata: Everyone agrees 
that this principle does not apply in all cases, since impure 
people may send their animals as offerings. Rather, this state- 
ment applies to those whose level of impurity is as severe as 
that of a leper, including, according to the Rambam, one who 
is impure due to contact with a corpse. This verse implies 
that due to the serious nature of their impurity they may not 
sacrifice offerings (Ritva). 


From where do we derive that a court agent is sent, etc. — 
3) mw prwnt than: According to the version of the text 
used by some of the early authorities, it was Korah himself 
who was sent by the court to summon the rest of his con- 
gregation (see Ran). 
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NOTES 

They did cry there, Pharaoh, etc. — 13) Ty19 BW ATP: 
In the manuscript of Rashi, it is explained that Jeremiah 
set a time for the downfall of Pharaoh, and although it 
did not occur at that time, it was to occur at another 
time. The Ritva writes that although God set a time for 
the downfall of Pharaoh at the hands of Nebuchadnez- 
zar, Nebuchadnezzar arrived late. Despite this, God did 
not punish Nebuchadnezzar because he did eventually 
arrive. If so, certainly a Jew who is threatened with ostra- 
cism should be given a second chance even if he misses 
the first opportunity. Some explain that Pharaoh made 
noise in joy because he thought that the time for the 
war had passed, and he was informed that there would 
be another time for war later (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of 
Lunel; Ran). 


as God's messenger. However, some say that Barak was 
a messenger for the decree of the Lord’s angel (Ran). 


HALAKHA 


One who shows disrespect toward the court’s mes- 
senger - pI ma mow maa: The testimony of a court's 
messenger carries the weight of two witnesses, if he 
testifies that he was treated disrespectfully. He may 
tell the court what occurred, and it is not considered 
to be slanderous speech (Rema). The one who acted 
disrespectfully toward the court's messenger is ostra- 
cized (Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 111 and Yoreh 
Dea 334:43). 


Who eats or drinks with him, etc. - 17a nw) bya 
^a: When the courts see that a person is transgressing a 
serious prohibition and they wish to separate him from 
it, they may excommunicate not only the one commit- 
ting the sin but even those who are eating, drinking, 
and standing within four cubits of him (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 334:9). 


We detail his sin in public - xa¥a PRUT VVW: A 
court, if it deems it appropriate, is permitted to ostra- 
cize a person who is not strictly liable for ostracism, in 
order to serve as a warning to others. His sin should be 
made public, and it should be made known that he was 
ostracized or excommunicated by the court (Rambam 
Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Sanhedrin 24:7). 


The court may declare his property ownerless — 
TPD): A court is permitted to declare a person's 

property ownerless or destroy it in order to prevent sins 

that are widespread at that time (Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen 

Mishpat 2:1, and in the comment of Rema). 


We may contend with and curse - wendy pra: A judge 
is permitted to purposely antagonize the defendant 
when appropriate, curse, strike, pull out hair, and force 
a person to take an oath. Similarly, he is permitted to 
seize the guilty party, imprison him, and punish him 
with any type of punishment (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Sanhedrin 24:8-9). 
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From where is it derived that the defendant must be told that he is 
being summoned to appear before a great man? As it is written: 
“And Moses said to Korah: Be you and all your congregation before 
the Lord” (Numbers 16:16). From where is it derived that the sum- 
mons must mention the names of both parties: You and so-and-so, 
the plaintiff? As it is written: “You, and they, and Aaron” (Num- 
bers 16:16). From where is it derived that we set a date for the court 
proceedings? As it is written: “Tomorrow” (Numbers 16:16). From 
where is it derived that a second date must be set after the first date, 
if the defendant did not heed the first summons? As it is written: 
“They did cry there, Pharaoh," king of Egypt is but a noise; he has 
passed the time appointed ... Surely as Tabor is among the moun- 
tains, and as Carmel by the sea, so shall he come” (Jeremiah 46:17). 
Although a time had been appointed and it had passed, it was not 
canceled entirely but pushed off to a later date. 


And from where do we derive that if the summoned person 
behaves disrespectfully toward the agent of the court, and the 
agent comes back and reports his conduct, that this is not consid- 
ered slander?" As it is written: “Will you put out the eyes of these 
men?” (Numbers 16:14). Dathan and Abiram spoke these words to 
the messenger that Moses had sent to them, and the messenger 
reported them back to Moses. 


From do we derive that we ostracize one who does not obeya court 
summons? As it is written: “Curse Meroz” (Judges 5:23), who was 
ostracized for not coming to battle after having been summoned. 
From where is it derived that the ostracized person must be told 
that it was the decision of a great man to ostracized him? As it is 
written: “Curse Meroz, said the messenger of the Lord” (Judges 
5:23). And from where do we derive that, if he fails to mend his 
ways, we excommunicate such a person more harshly, putting him 
under the most severe form of excommunication? As it is written: 
“Curse Meroz... curse bitterly its inhabitants” (Judges 5:23), imply- 
ing that one curse is followed by another, i.e., lesser ostracism is 
followed by harsh excommunication. 


From where is it derived that the curse applies to anyone who eats 
or drinks with, or stands within, four cubits of the ostracized 
person?" As it is written: “Curse bitterly its inhabitants” (Judges 
5:23), in reference to all those sitting together with Meroz. And 
from where do we derive that we detail his sin in public?" As it is 
written: “Curse bitterly its inhabitants, because they did not come 
to the help of the Lord” (Judges 5:23). 


And Ulla said: Barak ostracized Meroz with the blowing of four 

hundred shofarot due to his failure to come. As for the identifi- 
cation of Meroz, some say that he was a great man and that he was 

ostracized because he did not join in the war effort. And others say 

that the reference is to a star and not a human being, and that it did 

not aid the Jewish people in their battle, as it is stated: “The stars 

fought from heaven; in their courses they fought against Sisera,” 
(Judges 5:20). This star, which did not help the Jewish people, was 

cursed. 


And from where do we derive that the court may declare the 

property of one who does not obey its orders as ownerless?" As it 

is written: “And that whoever would not come within three days, 
according to the counsel of the princes and the Elders, all his 

substance shall be forfeited [yahoram] and himself separated 

from the congregation of the exiles” (Ezra 10:8). “Shall be forfeited” 
is referring to excommunication. 


And from where do we derive that we may contend with such a 
person, and curse" him, and beat him, and pull out his hair, and 
make him take an oath in order to prevent him from sinning? As it 
is written: “And I contended with them, and cursed them, and 
beat some of them, and pulled out their hair, and made them take 
oath by God” (Nehemiah 13:25). 
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And from where do we derive that we may shackle his hands and 
feet, chain him, and apply pressure?" As it is written: “Whether 
it be for death, or for banishment [lishroshi], or for confiscation 
of goods, or for imprisonment” (Ezra 7:26). The Gemara asks: 
What is the meaning of the word “lishroshi,” translated here as banish- 
ment? Adda Mari said that Nehemya bar Baruch said that Rav 
Hiyya bar Avin said that Rav Yehuda said: This is pressure. Since 
this expression is also unclear, the Gemara asks: What is pressure? 
Rav Yehuda, son of Rav Shmuel bar Sheilat, said in the name of 
Rav that this term refers to the following series of actions: They 
ostracize him immediately, and then once again after thirty 
days, and ifhe still does not repent, they excommunicate him after 
sixty days. 


Rav Huna bar Hinnana said to him: Rav Hisda said as follows: 
Before excommunicating a person, the court warns him three times, 
on Monday, Thursday, and the following Monday. The Gemara 
notes: This applies in a case where one ignores a monetary judgment 
that was issued against him. He is warned three times that he must 
repay his debt." But in a case where one behaves disrespectfully 
toward a Torah scholar, he is immediately ostracized." 


§ The Gemara relates that a certain butcher behaved disrespectfully 
toward Rav Tuvi bar Mattana. Abaye and Rava were appointed 
to the case and ostracized him. In the end the butcher went and 
appeased his disputant, Rav Tuvi. Abaye said: What should we do 
in this case? Shall he be released from his decree of ostracism? His 
decree of ostracism has not yet been in effect for the usual thirty 
days. On the other hand, shall he not be released from ostracism? 
But the Sages wish to enter" his shop and purchase meat, and they 
are presently unable to do so. What, then, is the most appropriate 
course of action? 


He said to Rav Idi bar Avin: Have you heard anything with regard 
to such a case? Rav Idi bar Avin said to Abaye: Rav Tahlifa bar Avimi 
said that Shmuel said as follows: A shofar blast" at the time of the 
ostracism makes it binding, and a shofar blast releases it." In other 
words, the shofar should be sounded now, as it had been sounded 
when the decree of ostracism was pronounced, and it should be 
canceled, although thirty days have not passed. Abaye said to him: 
This applies in a case where one ignores a monetary judgment that 
was issued against him; but in a case where one behaves disrespect- 
fully, there must be no release until the decree of ostracism has been 
in effect for thirty days." 


The Gemara comments: Apparently, Abaye maintains that if three 
people ostracized one, three others may not come and release him. 
This is derived from the fact that Abaye was concerned about releasing 
the butcher from ostracism and did not delegate the task to someone 
else. 


HALAKHA 


Warning before ostracism — 3 nab mn: When one is 
ostracized because he has not repaid loans, he is warned three 
times: On Monday, on Thursday, and on the following Monday, 
before he is ostracized. This ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rav Hisda (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 334:1, and in the 
comment of the Rema). 


Ostracism due to disrespect - xmpard m: When one is 
ostracized because he has shown ‘disrespect, he is ostracized 
immediately. However, it is the accepted practice to first give 
him a warning (Shakh; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 334:1). 


Nullifying ostracism — 972 NAA: If one was told that he is 
ostracized for thirty days, his decree of ostracism may still be 


nullified immediately once he repays the money that he owes 
or once he makes amends with the one toward whom he 
acted disrespectfully. Some say that his decree of ostracism 
should be reversed after thirty days when he comes to the 
court after thirty days and asks for his decree of ostracism to 
be nullified, even if he has not repented. However, if he does 
not make such a request, he remains ostracized until his death. 
Some disagree and say that if one does not repent then he 
remains ostracized, and one who makes amends can have 
his decree of ostracism nullified only after thirty days (Rema). 
Others say that if he makes amends then his decree of ostra- 
cism may be nullified immediately (Taz; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 334713). 


NOTES 


Pressure [hardafa] - m5771: The geonim have a different 
version of the text, according to which the word hardafa 
refers to a method of imprisonment similar to solitary con- 
finement. Similarly, many of the early authorities under- 
stood this term to be a separate type of punishment, differ- 
ent from ostracism and excommunication, such as lashes 
(see Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola), or that the quality 
of life of one who was admonished would be lowered 
through other types of persecution (Rid; see Rambam). 


The Sages wish to enter — Dyn paya: This is the text 
of the standard edition of the Talmud, and it is the text 
that Rashi follows (see Ritva). However, the manuscript 
of Rashi has a version that reads: To go, meaning that the 
Sages wished to return home and Abaye wished to keep 
them there until they nullified the decree of ostracism, in 
accordance with his opinion that three other people could 
nullify his decree of ostracism. This is the explanation of 
most commentaries, although many have a version that 
reads: That they wished to take leave of their teacher. 


= 


Blast [tut] - vw: The word used by the Gemara here is a 
form of onomatopoeia and is meant to mimic the sound 
of the shofar itself. Similar words can be found in every 
language (Rabbeinu Shlomo ben HaYatom). According 
to Tosafot on tractate Menahot, this word is related to the 
term tat, which the Talmud explains to mean two. Here, this 
expression is referring to the two people who enacted the 
decree of ostracism, and it teaches that these two are also 
able to nullify it. In the manuscript of Rashi, it is explained 
that the numerical value of the word tut is twenty-four, 
which alludes to the twenty-four actions for which one 
may be ostracized. 


Ostracism for thirty days - ow sy: In the Jerusalem 
Talmud an allusion to this time period is found in the verse: 
“But a whole month, until it comes out at your nostrils” 
(Numbers 11:20), referring to the punishment that God gave 
the Jewish people in the desert. 
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HALAKHA 


One who is ostracized by a teacher and a student - 771373 
say ab: One who has been ostracized by a teacher of 
Torah is also ostracized with respect to that teacher's students. 
However, other rabbis are not obligated to observe this ban 
(Rema). 

If one is ostracized by a student, people who are not Torah 
scholars are bound by this ban, but this student’s teacher 
and other Torah scholars are not (Rema). According to some 
authorities, scholars of lesser status than the student are 
bound by the ban (Shakh). In the presence of his teacher, 
a student may not ostracize another without permission 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 334:15). 


One who is ostracized by his city and by another city - 
Dns yuh) iy ma: One who has been ostracized by his 
city is ostracized by another city as well, even when it is 
bigger than his city (Rema). One who has been ostracized 
by another city is not ostracized by his city; however he is 
ostracized by other cities, since they are considered like the 
city from which he was originally ostracized. 

This distinction applies only if one was ostracized because 
he acted disrespectfully. However, if one was ostracized 
because he did not listen to the ruling of the court or 
because he had sinned, then he is ostracized by his own 
city as well (Shakh). The people of his city are not required 
to treat him as though he were ostracized; however, he is 
required to observe the restrictions of ostracism on his own 
(Pithei Teshuva, citing Levushei Serad; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 334:20). 


One who is ostracized by the Nasi of the Sanhedrin and 
by all the Jewish people — bew wus) mya: One who 
is ostracized by the Nasi of the Sanhedrin is ostracized by all 
Jewish people; however, one who is ostracized by the entire 
Jewish people is not ostracized by the Nasi of the Sanhedrin 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 334:21). 


A student who ostracizes due to his dignity - nmw wba 
itia: A Torah scholar is permitted to ostracize one who 
acts disrespectfully toward him, even if he did not explicitly 
show disrespect to him but intended to do so (Rema). If he 
showed disrespect in a manner that makes him worthy of 
being ostracized according to the halakha, then he is ostra- 
cized by everyone. However, if he showed disrespect in a 
different manner, he is ostracized only from people of smaller 
stature than that Sage (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 334:15). 


Each and every one nullifies his portion — 1%) 17% bs 
ion 15°19: One who has been ostracized by three people 
cannot have his decree of ostracism nullified by two of the 
three unless the third has given them permission. If many 
people were present when one was ostracized, all of them 
must participate in nullifying his decree of ostracism. All 
those who join in ostracizing a person must also join together 
in order to reverse his decree of ostracism. However, any of 
those involved in the ostracism may nullify his own portion 
by himself, and it is not necessary to gather them together, 
even if they were together when he was ostracized (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 334:26). 


Another court may nullify ostracism - YAT NY% p1 ma 
+: If one was ostracized by a court of three people who 
have moved away, his decree of ostracism may be nullified 
by three other people, on condition that he has abandoned 
his sin. Rav Hai Gaon writes that those three must be of the 
same stature as the original three people, i.e., they must be 
as wise, as great, and of the same age (Rema). These require- 
ments apply only if they perform the nullification within the 
initial period of ostracism (Shakh, citing Ra’avad; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 334:25). 
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As a dilemma was raised before the Sages: If three people 

ostracized someone, what is the halakha with regard to three 

others coming and releasing him from his decree of ostracism? 

The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from that which 

is taught in a baraita: One who was ostracized by the teacher 
of Torah for having acted disrespectfully toward him is consid- 
ered ostracized with regard to the student, and the latter must 

keep his distance from him. However, one who was ostracized 

by the student is not considered ostracized with regard to the 

teacher." 


One who was ostracized by his own city is considered ostra- 
cized with regard to another city. However, one who was 
ostracized by another city is not considered ostracized with 
regard to his own city." One who was ostracized by the Nasi 
of the Sanhedrin is considered ostracized with regard to all the 
Jewish people; but one who was ostracized by all the Jewish 
people is not considered ostracized with regard to the Nasi 
of the Sanhedrin." Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: If one 
of the students sitting as a judge on the court had ostracized 
someone, and he died before releasing him from the decree 


of ostracism, his portion of the decree of ostracism is not 
nullified. 


The Gemara says: Learn three halakhot from this baraita. Learn 

from this that in the case of a student who ostracizes someone 

due to an insult to his dignity" and not because the ostracized 

person was guilty of some transgression, his decree of ostracism 

is valid. Were the case one where one was ostracized due to sin, 
everyone is required to respect the decree of ostracism, even the 

student’s teacher. And learn from this that each and every one 

who participated in the decree of ostracism nullifies his own 

portion" of the decree of ostracism, as the baraita speaks of: His 

portion. And learn from this that if three people ostracized 

another person, three other people may not come and nullify 
the decree of ostracism. Were this not the case, it wouldn’t mat- 
ter if a certain person’s portion was not nullified. His portion 

could be nullified by someone else. 


Ameimar’ said: The halakha is that if three people ostracize 
another person, three others may come and nullify the decree 
of ostracism." Rav Ashi said to Ameimar: But isn’t it taught in 
a baraita: Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: If one of the 
students had ostracized another person, and he died before 
releasing him from the decree of ostracism, his portion is not 
nullified? What, is it not that it is not nullified at all, i.e., it 
cannot be nullified by another person? The Gemara rejects this 
argument: No, this means that the decree of ostracism remains 
in force until three other people come and nullify it. 


PERSONALITIES 


Ameimar - vx: Ameimar was one of the great talmudic 
Sages of the fifth and sixth generation of Babylonian amora‘im. 
Ameimar was born and raised in Neharde’a, where he stud- 
ied and taught Torah, although it is likely that he studied 
with the Sages of Pumbedita as well. The teachings that he 
quotes are mainly from fifth-generation amora'im who were 
students of Abaye and Rava. It appears that he served as 


rabbi and religious judge in Neharde’a, where he established 
various rabbinic regulations. However, he also wielded influ- 
ence in many other places, such as Mehoza. The leaders of 
the following generation, e.g., Rav Ashi, were his students 
and came before him for judgment. He had at least one son, 
named Mar, who studied with Rav Ashi while Ameimar was 
still alive. 
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§ The Sages taught the following baraita: Ostracism does not 
apply for less than a period of thirty days, and admonition," 
which is less severe than ostracism, does not apply for less than a 
period of seven days." And although there is no proof with 
regard to the matter, i.e., the standard duration of admonition, 
there is an allusion to the matter, as it is stated: “If her father 
had but spit in her face, should she not be ashamed for seven 
days?” (Numbers 12:14). This implies that admonition lasts for 
seven days. 


Rav Hisda said: Our decree of ostracism in Babylonia has the 
power of their admonition in Eretz Yisrael. Since the authorities 
in Eretz Yisrael are ordained with the title Rabbi, their admonition 
carries more weight than a decree of ostracism issued in Babylonia. 
The Gemara asks: Is their admonition in Eretz Yisrael only seven 
days and no more? But isn’t it related that Rabbi Shimon, son 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi,” and bar Kappara’ were sitting and 
studying, and they posed a difficulty with a certain halakha. 
Rabbi Shimon said to bar Kappara: This issue requires my father, 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, to explain it. Bar Kappara said to Rabbi 
Shimon, somewhat mockingly: And what can your father, Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, say" about this issue? What can he add and teach 
us about it? 


Rabbi Shimon went and told his father, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, 
what bar Kappara had said, and Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi became 
angry with him. When bar Kappara came at some later point to 
visit, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to him: Bar Kappara, I do not 
know you at all. Bar Kappara understood that Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi had taken his statement to heart, i.e., was insulted. 
He subsequently behaved as if he had been admonished, as a 
self-imposed punishment, for thirty days. 


Once again, on another occasion, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi decreed 
that students not be taught in the marketplace but only ina study 
hall. What verse did he expound to serve as the basis for this 
decree? The verse states: “Your rounded thighs are like jewels, 
the work of the hands of an artist” (Song of Songs 7:2). Just as a 
thigh is ordinarily hidden and kept covered with clothes, 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Shimon, son of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi — 
vat: Rabbi Shimon was the youngest son of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi and his close student. In addition, he was especially 
close to Rabbi Hiyya, who also his close friend and partner 
in the silk business. In many places, it is noted that he was 
very meticulous about his honor, which he saw as related 
to the honor of the office of Nasi. In particular, he was care- 
ful to ensure that nothing he did would imply offense to his 
great father. At least one of his sayings is found in the Mishna 


tanna’im and amora'im. His first name is unknown, although 
some say his name was Shimon. It is unclear whether he was 
related to Elazar HaKafar, and if so, what their relationship was. 
Bar Kappara was one of the more important students of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi and a colleague of Rabbi Hiyya. He assembled a 
unique collection of baraitot that are introduced in the Talmud 
with the words: Bar Kappara teaches. His halakhic statements 
are mentioned many times in the Talmud. His aggadic state- 
ments and expositions appear in both the Babylonian and 


Ta yaw 31 


itself, although he was actually in the transitional generation 
between tanna‘im and amora’im. His sayings are often intro- 
duced by the word itmar, meaning: It was said, a term used 
for amora‘im. 

Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi considered Rabbi Shimon to be a 
great scholar. Before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s death, he 
appointed Rabbi Shimon to be the Hakham, which was the 
third-highest position in the Sanhedrin after the Nasi and the 
Head of the Court, although he appointed Rabbi Shimon’s 
older brother, Rabban Gamliel, to replace him as Nasi. 


Bar Kappara — 197 33: Bar Kappara was one of the Sages 
of Eretz Yisrael during the transitional generation between 


Jerusalem Talmud. 

Bar Kappara was well known for his sharp personality and 
intellect. He was considered to be well-versed in the Bible, so 
much so that even Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi asked him about the 
meaning of certain verses. Because he was prone to making 
harsh statements, it sometimes happened that certain mem- 
bers of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s family were insulted; however, 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi himself thought very highly of bar Kap- 
para, praised him, and was the first to offer a eulogy for him. 
Almost all of the first generation of amora‘im were his students, 
including his nephew, Rabbi Yehuda ben Padda. 

He lived, at least toward the end of his life, in the Galilee and 
was buried in the city of Parod. 


NOTES 
Admonition - 19%): The punishment of admonition is not 
expressed through the way others act toward the admon- 
ished person. Rather, the onus is on this person to conduct 
himself as if he had been admonished, like one who has been 
publicly shamed and who is embarrassed to show his face in 
public (Ra’avad). 


And what can Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi say — Waite +37 7101: 
Most commentaries who explain this statement claim that 
Rabbi Shimon understood that bar Kappara wished to mock 
him and to state: This question is challenging, and will Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi have anything to say about it? Others suggest 
that he was upset because bar Kappara used the title Rabbi 
and not the greater honorific Rabbeinu, meaning: Our Rabbi 
(Ran). 


HALAKHA 
Ostracism and admonition — 75319792: Generally, ostracism 
lasts for thirty days, and admonition lasts for seven days. How- 
ever, in Babylonia ostracism lasts for seven days and admoni- 


tion lasts for only one day, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav Hisda (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 334:1). 
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Perek III 
Daf16 Amudb 


PERSONALITIES 
Rabbi Hiyya — xn a7; Rabbi Hiyya, son of Abba, 
from the Babylonian city of Kafri, was one of the last 
of the tanna‘im. He was a contemporary of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi. 

Rabbi Hiyya was born to an important family that 
traced its roots to King David and included many 
important Sages. Rabbi Hiyya was recognized as a 
leading Torah scholar even while living in Babylonia. 
As the Gemara attests, his efforts were credited by 
many with saving the Torah from oblivion. Upon 
moving to Eretz Yisrael, Rabbi Hiyya became a close 
friend and colleague of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. He 
also became a close friend of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s 
son, Rabbi Shimon, with whom he became partners 
in trade. A powerful force in his generation, he also 
worked closely with Rav, who was recognized as the 
leader of the Jewish people in Babylonia, but still 
learned from Rabbi Hiyya. 

Rabbi Hiyya’s greatest work was his Tosefta, a col- 
lection of oral traditions that were not included in 
the Mishna compiled by Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. This 
collection, which was assembled with the assistance 
of Rabbi Hiyya’s disciple-colleague, Rabbi Oshaya, 
was viewed as authoritative to the extent that the 
Talmud states that any baraita that was not found 
in his work should not be discussed in the study hall 
(Hullin 141a-b). Some hold that Rabbi Hiyya edited the 
Tosefta that exists today. 

While it appears that Rabbi Hiyya was financially 
supported by others when he first came to Eretz 
Yisrael, ultimately he was a successful merchant 
who dealt in international business ventures, and in 
particular the silk trade. He had twin daughters, Pazi 
and Tavi, and twin sons, Yehuda and Hizkiya, who 
were leading Sages in the generation between the 
tanna‘im and amora’im. His sons apparently took over 
his yeshiva in Tiberias after his passing. 


NOTES 

lyya, who is calling you outside - 1? KP NY 
yana: When Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi called Rabbi Hiyya 
by this name it was meant to show his displeasure. 
Rabbi Hiyya was unable to pronounce guttural con- 
sonants, and in his accent het and ayin sounded the 
same. Therefore, calling him lyya was a way of mock- 
ing his accent. In addition, Rabbi Yehuda asked: Who 
is calling you outside, in order to hint that he taught 
Torah outside (Maharsha). Others claim that he was 
suggesting that someone else had called him outside, 
as if to say: |, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, did not call you 
(Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom; see Rashi). 


If you read, you did not read a second time - OX 
mw x Dp: Some explain this expression as follows: 
if you have read this only one time without reviewing 
it, then you certainly have forgotten what you read. If 
you have read it a second and third time and have not 
orgotten it, then certainly it was not explained to you. 
Therefore, you do not properly understand what is 
written in this verse (Commentary on Moed Katan). 


Kalla - 773: The kalla is a uniquely Babylonian Jewish 
radition, though it may have its early roots in Eretz 
Yisrael. The kalla is essentially a gathering of all the 
Sages. It took place twice a year, in Adar and in Elul, 
and focused on a specific tractate, which the Sages 
would analyze and interpret. Thousands of people 
would attend the days of the kalla [yarhei kalla], which 
also served as an extraordinary occasion of paying 
homage to the Torah. 
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so too, the words of Torah, which are “the work of the hands of an 
artist,” i.e., God, must remain hidden in the study hall. 


Despite Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s decree, Rabbi Hiyya’ went out and 
taught his two nephews, Rav and Rabba bar bar Hana, in the mar- 
ketplace. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi heard what he had done and became 
angry with him. When Rabbi Hiyya came at some later date to visit 
him, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi mockingly said to him: Iyya, who is 
calling you outside?" By asking this question Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
was intimating that Rabbi Hiyya should leave his house. Rabbi Hiyya 
understood that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi had taken the matter to heart 
and was insulted, and so he conducted himself as if he had been 
admonished, as a self-imposed punishment, for thirty days. 


On the thirtieth day, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi sent him a message, say- 
ing: Come and visit me. However, he later reversed his opinion and 
sent him another message, telling him not to come. 


The Gemara asks: At the outset what did he hold, and ultimately 
what did he hold? Initially, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi held that the legal 
status of part of the day is like that of an entire day, and since 
the thirtieth day already begun, Rabbi Hiyya’s time of admonition 
had ended. But ultimately he held that with regard to this issue we 
do not say that the legal status of part of the day is like that of an 
entire day. 


In the end Rabbi Hiyya came on that same day. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
asked him: Why have you come? Rabbi Hiyya responded: Because 
you, Master, sent me a message that I should come. He said to him: 
But I sent you a second message that you should not come. He 
responded: This messenger that you sent, i.e., the first one, I saw him 
and I did as he said, but that messenger, i.e., the second one, I did not 
see. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi read the verse about Rabbi Hiyya: “When 
a man’s ways please the Lord, He makes even his enemies to be at 
peace with him” (Proverbs 16:7), as it was clear to him that Rabbi 
Hiyya had merited divine assistance. 


§ Concerning the issue with which the entire incident had begun, 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi asked Rabbi Hiyya: What is the reason that 
you, the Master, acted as you did, ignoring my instructions not to 
teach Torah in the marketplace? Rabbi Hiyya said to him: As it is 
written: “Wisdom cries aloud in the streets” (Proverbs 1:20), which 
implies that Torah should be publicized in the streets. Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi said to him: Ifyou read this verse once, you certainly did not 
read it a second time" in greater depth; and if you read it a second 
time, you certainly did not read it a third time; and if you read it a 
third time, then it was not adequately explained to you, as it is clear 
that you do not understand it properly. 


The words: “Wisdom cries aloud in the streets,” should be under- 
stood in accordance with the opinion of Rava. As Rava said: With 
regard to everyone who occupies himself with Torah study inside 
the privacy of his home, his Torah knowledge will proclaim his great- 
ness outside, as it will be revealed to the masses and they will see his 
greatness. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t it written: “From the beginning I have 
not spoken in secret” (Isaiah 48:16), implying that the Torah should 
be taught and proclaimed in public? The Gemara answers: That 
verse is referring to the days of the kalla," the gathering for Torah 
study held during Elul and Adar, when many people come to listen 
to Torah discourses. During this time, it is not only permitted but 
even recommended to teach Torah to the masses. In this way, the verse 
can be explained in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi. 
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The Gemara asks: And what did Rabbi Hiyya do with this verse: 

“Your rounded thighs are like jewels”? How did he understand 
it? This verse implies that the Torah must be kept hidden in the 
study hall and not publicized in the marketplace. The Gemara 
explains: He interprets it not as a reference to Torah, but as 
referring to acts of charity and loving-kindness, which should 
certainly be performed in private. 


This incident demonstrates that, apparently, admonition of 
those who live in Eretz Yisrael lasts for thirty days and not 
for seven days. The Gemara answers that this is not a conclusive 
proof, since Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi was the Nasi. The admonition 
of the Nasi of the Sanhedrin is different i.e., more severe, than the 
admonition of anyone else. 


The Gemara asks: And how long is our admonition" in Babylo- 
nia? The Gemara answers: It is only one day, as in the case involv- 
ing Shmuel and the Exilarch Mar Ukva.’ When they would sit 
and study halakha, Mar Ukva would sit before Shmuel at a 
distance of four cubits as a sign of respect. Mar Ukva would 
conduct himself as though Shmuel were his teacher because 
Shmuel was much greater than him in Torah matters. And when 
they would sit together in judgment, Shmuel would sit before 
Mar Ukvaat a distance of four cubits because Mar Ukva was the 
Exilarch and the chief judge. But they would lower a place for 
Mar Ukva in the matting upon which he sat, and he would sit on 
it so that he could hear Shmuel’s words" of Torah even when they 
were engaged in judgment. 


Every day, Mar Ukva would accompany Shmuel to his lodgings, 
in the manner that a student would show honor toward his teacher. 
One day, Mar Ukva was so heavily preoccupied with a case that 
had been brought before him for judgment that he did not realize 
that Shmuel was walking behind him to show him respect due 
to his position as the Exilarch. When Mar Ukva reached his home, 
Shmuel said to him: Is it not enough for you" that I accompanied 
you until here? Release me, Master, from my obligation, so that 
I may return home. Mar Ukva understood that Shmuel had 
taken the matter to heart and was insulted. Therefore, he con- 
ducted himself as if he had been admonished, for one day as a 
self-imposed punishment. 


It was related that a certain woman was sitting alongside a path 
with her leg extended while she was sifting barley. A Torah 
scholar passed by her on this path, but she did not yield to him 
and move her leg to make room for him. He said: How rude is 
that woman! The woman came before Rav Nahman to ask if this 
statement should be deemed as excommunication. He said to her: 
Did you hear the word excommunication explicitly issue from 
his mouth? She said to him: No. He said to her: If this is the case, 
then go and observe an admonition for one day, as it appears 
that the Torah scholar sought only to admonish you. 


NOTES 


So that he could hear Shmuel’s words — porns DTD 
myn: According to this version of the text, they would give 
Mar Ukva an elevated seat, on a cushion, so that his words could 
be heard and so people would humbly accept them (Talmid 
Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 

Some explain that this statement emphasizes that they 
would lower Mar Ukva's seat a bit so that his seat would not 
be much higher than Shmuel’s, and that Shmuel was honored 
by being offered a position from which his words could be 
heard (manuscript of Rashi). The version of Rashi printed on 
the page seems to relate to a different version of the talmudic 


text. According to this version, Mar Ukva lowered his seat so 
that he would not be far from Shmuel, in order to hear wha 
Shmuel said. 


Is it not enough [nega] for you — p ma xd: Some explain tha 
this expression is related to noga, light, and Shmuel implied: 
Have you not yet been enlightened as to how much you are 
troubling me (Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom)? Others claim tha 
the word nega means evening, and he implied: Will it become 
dark while you are still dragging me behind you (manuscrip 
of Rashi)? 
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HALAKHA 


Our admonition — }1 793: Admonition lasts for one day 


(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 334:1). 


PERSONALITIES 
Mar Ukva — ajay Wa: Mar Ukva was the Exilarch during 


he 


time of Rav and Shmuel. Generally, the title Mar was added 
to the name of the Exilarch and those in his family. He was a 


direct descendant of the house of David and was appoin 
by the Persians as Exilarch. For these two reasons, Mar U 
had authority to rule in monetary cases. In this regard, 
grea 
Ukva's court, which had a permanent location near 
of Sura, was considered to be 


upon several sources it seems that he saw himself as 
primary student of Shmuel. In 


ed 
va 
he 


Sages of Babylonia deferred to the Exilarch, and Mar 
he city 
he most respected court. 
ar Ukva was very knowledgeable in Torah, and based 


he 


act, many of Shmuel’s state- 


ments are transmitted through Mar Ukva. There was also 
a close friendship between them, and Shmuel served as 
Mar Ukva's doctor. Apparently, Mar Ukva outlived Shmuel. 
In addition to his greatness in Torah, Mar Ukva was also 
very generous. Many stories are told about the charity that 
he gave, which was not only given in large sums but was 
also given secretly, so as not to embarrass the recipients. 
Similarly, due to his modest nature he did not use his posi- 
tion of power to fight those who tried to harm him. Several 
Sages from the following generation cite statements in 


his name. 
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NOTES 
Reading the portion - x1 ppp: It was customary 
for the Sages of the Talmud to divide the Bible into 
portions, so that they would complete all of the Bible 
in one year. This practice is similar to the current division 


of the Torah into weekly portions. Perhaps the Sages’ 


division is parallel to the divisions that are used today 
(see Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


Last, by inference there are first - KDN" Yoon JDK 
Dw: According to Rashi, Zutra bar Toviyya asked: 
How can the verse write “these are the last words of 
David” (ll Samuel 23:1), when “words of David” is a 
unique expression found only here in the Bible? Where 
is it possible to find other words of David? Where is 
similar language used? 

Other commentaries understand that Zutra bar 
Toviyya assumes that the verse in 11 Samuel, chapter 
23, actually refers back to the previous chapter, as the 
word “these” in “these are the last words of David" can 
function as a concluding remark on 11 Samuel, chapter 
22, which is a song that David sang after he was saved 
from Saul. If this is the case, Zutra bar Toviyya asked: 
Where else did David speak about Saul (Ra’avad; Tosefot 
HaRosh)? 

Alternatively, there are those who maintain that 
“the words of David" indicates prophecy. If so, Zutra bar 
Toviyya asked: Where is there another case where David 
relayed words that God had spoken to him, but the text 
does not explicitly say so (Ritva)? 


Had you been Saul - bixw Tn onde: Many explain 
that this expression means: Had it not been an issue of 
destiny, Saul would have prevailed, as he surpassed you, 
David, in righteousness (Rashi). Some say: If you were 
Saul, meaning: If you were humble like Saul, then this 
attribute alone would tip the scale in your favor (see 
Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). Others say that were 
it not for the heavenly decree that you, David, would 


rule, then you would not have been worthy of inherit- 
ing the kingship from Saul (Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYa- 


tom). Similarly, others explain that were it not stated 
from the outset that David become king after Saul, then 
he would not have ruled. It is stated elsewhere in the 
Talmud that because of his prestigious lineage, Saul’s 
rule did not continue, unlike David, whose lineage 
was questionable (Yoma 22b; Ran; Tosefot HaRosh). 
Others suggest that the tribe of Benjamin, to which 
Saul belonged, was not chosen to rule forever. Instead, 
David's tribe, the tribe of Judah, was designated to have 
lasting monarchy (/yyun Ya'akov). 


Cush and Saul - ban wis: Some explain that the 
names Cush and Kish are actually the same name, and 
the verse in Psalms alludes to Saul, son of Kish (Talmid 
Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


Saul was distinguished by his actions — nawa Txw 
ywyia: Some explain that the term distinguished is 
referring to Saul’s righteousness and humility. Others 
state that it points to the fact that he was physically 
outstanding, as he was extremely tall. 

Similarly, some say that the term distinguished, in 
the case of Zipporah, is referring to her good deeds and 
modesty, while others claim that it points to her unique 
beauty (manuscript of Rashi; Hakotev). 


Zedekiah was distinguished by his actions - mp1% 
vya maw: According to this explanation, the verse 
is Tead as follows: The servant eved] of the king [melekh] 
called Cushite. Zedekiah was called this because he was 
righteous in a generation of wicked people (Jalmid 
Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 
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§ Zutra bar Toviyya was once reading the portion’ of the 
Bible before Rav Yehuda. When he reached the verse: 
these are the last words of David” (11 Samuel 23:1), Zutra bar 
Toviyya said to Rav Yehuda: Ifit is written that these are the last 
of David’s words, by inference there are first’ words as well. If 
this is the case, what are these first words of David? Prior to this, 
it mentions only David's song, but not his words. 


“Now 


Rav Yehuda remained silent and said nothing to him. Zutra 
bar Toviyya thought that Rav Yehuda did not hear what he had 
said, so he then said to him a second time: If it is written that 
these are the last of David’s words, by inference there are first 
words as well. If this is the case, what are these first words of 
David? He said to him: What do you think? Do you think that 
anyone who does not know the meaning of this verse is not a 
great man? Why are you stressing the fact that I do not know 
the answer to your question? Zutra bar Toviyya understood 
that Rav Yehuda had taken the matter to heart and was insulted. 
Therefore, he conducted himself as if had been admonished for 
one day as a self-imposed punishment. 


The Gemara asks: But now that we have come to discuss this 
issue, since the verse mentions David’s last words, by inference 
there are also first words. What then are these first words of 
David? The Gemara answers: The first words are: “And David 
spoke to the Lord the words of this song in the day that 
the Lord delivered him out of the hand of his enemies, and 
out of the hand of Saul” (11 Samuel 22:1), as that song is also 
referred to as words. 


The Gemara elaborates: The Holy One, Blessed be He, said 
to David: David, do you recite a song over the fall of Saul? 
Had you been Saul and he were David, then I would have 
destroyed many Davids before him. Although I decreed that 
Saul’s kingdom would not continue, as an individual he was far 
greater and more important than you. 


The response to this admonishment is found in the verse, as it 
is written: “Shiggaion of David, which he sang to the Lord, 
concerning the words of Cush the Benjaminite” (Psalms 7:1). 
Is Cush his name? Saul is his name." Rather, this is a designa- 
tion that indicates: Just as a Cushite, a native of the ancient 
kingdom of Cush in eastern Africa, is distinguished by his dark 
skin, so too, Saul was distinguished by his actions," as he was 
absolutely righteous and performed many good deeds. There- 
fore, David uses the word shiggaion as an allusion to the error 
[shegia] that he had made when he sang a song of praise over 
Saul’s downfall. 


The Gemara notes: Similarly, you can explain the verse: “And 
Miriam and Aaron spoke against Moses due to the Cushite 
woman whom he had married, for he had taken a Cushite 
woman” (Numbers 12:1). But is her name Cushite? Zipporah 
is her name. Rather, just as a Cushite is distinguished by his 
dark skin, so too, Zipporah was distinguished by her actions. 
The Gemara continues: Similarly, you can explain the verse: 
“Now when Ebed-Melech the Cushite heard” (Jeremiah 38:7). 
Is his name Cushite? Zedekiah is his name. Rather, just as a 
Cushite is distinguished by his dark skin, so too, Zedekiah 
was distinguished by his righteous actions." 


Similarly, you can explain the verse: “Are you not as much 
Mine as the children of the Cushites, O children of Israel?” 
(Amos 9:7). Is their name Cushite? Israel is their name. 
Rather, just as a Cushite stands out because of his dark skin, 
so too, the Jewish people are distinguished by their actions, 
and they are different from all the other nations. 
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§ Having mentioned the last words of David, the Gemara continues 
to explain other expressions in that passage. Rabbi Shmuel bar 
Nahmani said in the name of Rabbi Yonatan: What is the meaning 
of that which is written: “The saying of David, son of Yishai, and the 
saying of the man who was raised up on high [al ]” (11 Samuel 23:1)? 
It means as follows: The saying of David, son of Yishai, who raised 
the yoke of [ulla] repentance," as through his actions he taught the 
power of repentance. The word al, on high, and the word ulla are 
comprised of the same consonants in Hebrew. 


The passage continues: “The God of Israel said, the Rock of Israel 
spoke to me, He that rules over men must be righteous, ruling in 
the fear of God” (11 Samuel 23:3). The Gemara asks: What is this verse 
saying? What does it mean? Rabbi Abbahu said: This is what the 
verse is saying: The God of Israel said, the Rock of Israel spoke to 
me: Although I rule over man, who rules over Me? It is a righteous 
person. How is it possible to say that a righteous person rules over 
God, as it were? As I, God, issue a decree and the righteous person 
nullifies it. 


Similarly, the verse states there: “These are the names of David’s 
warriors; Josheb-Basshebeth a Tahchemonite, chief of the captains; 
the same was Adino the Eznite; he raised his spear against eight hun- 
dred, whom he slew at one time” (11 Samuel 23:8). The Gemara asks: 
What is this verse saying? Rabbi Abbahu said: This is what the verse 
is saying: These are the names of the mighty actions of David." 
These expressions should not be read as names of people but instead 
as descriptions of David’s good deeds. 


Josheb-Basshebeth [yoshev bashevet] indicates that when David 
would sit [yoshev] in the study hall, he would not sit upon pillows 
and cushions, as an important person ordinarily would. Rather, he 
would sit on the ground like one of the students. For as long as 
David's teacher, Ira the Jairite, was alive, Ira would teach the Sages 
while sitting on pillows and cushions. When Ira passed away, David 
would teach the Sages, and he did this while sitting on the ground. 
They said to him: Master, you should sit upon pillows and blankets. 
He did not accept their suggestions, since in his humility he did not 
wish to appear as the teacher of the Jewish people. 


” 


In this verse, David is described as “a Tahchemonite [tahkemoni |? 
Rav said: The Holy One, Blessed be He, said to him: Since you 
have humbled yourself, be you now like Me [tehe kamoni]. How 
so? As I issue a decree, and you, owing to your righteousness, may 
nullify it. 


David is also described here as “chief of the captains [rosh hashali- 
shim)” because God said to him: You will be the head [rosh] of the 

three [sheloshet| Patriarchs." “The same was Adino the Eznite”; this 

alludes to the fact that when David would sit and occupy himself 
with Torah, he would make himself soft [me‘aden | as a worm," and 

when he would go out to war, he would make himself hard and 

strong as a tree [etz]. 


‘The expression: “Against eight hundred people, which he slew at one 
time,” means that he would throw an arrow in the air and with it 
kill eight hundred people at one time. And David would sigh over 
the two hundred who were missing from fulfillment of the Torah’s 
promise, as it is written: “How should one man chase a thousand” 
(Deuteronomy 32:30)." 


A Divine Voice issued forth and said by way of explanation as to why 
the promise was not entirely fulfilled: “Because David did that which 
was right in the eyes of the Lord, and turned not aside from anything 
that He commanded him all the days of his life, save only the matter 
of Uriah the Hittite” (1 Kings 15:5). Had David not committed this 
sin, then all of the promises mentioned in the Torah would have been 
fulfilled in their entirety through him. 
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NOTES 


Who raised the yoke [ulla] of repentance - pnw 
aawnby aay: Some explain that the word ulla is 
related to the word ol, yoke, and repentance rested 
upon David like a yoke rests upon an ox (Talmid 
Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). In the manuscript of Rashi, 
it is understood that, according to this expression, 
David showed the toelet, great power and value, 
of repentance. 


These are the names of the mighty actions of 
David - 11b Ypinza ninw mre: It is possible to 
explain the names listed in the verse as descrip- 
tions as David himself because they do not sound 
like names of people, e.g., Josheb-Basshebeth a 
Tahchemonite (Ran). 


Head of the three Patriarchs - niax mvs UN: 
Rashi and others explain that in the future David 
will be listed before the three Patriarchs. Rabbi 
Shlomo ben HaYatom explains this to mean tha 
David will be equivalent to the three Patriarchs. Jus 
as in the Amida prayer, the first blessing concludes 
with: Shield of Abraham, so the Gemara states tha 
the blessing recited after the haftara, the portion 
read from the Prophets, concludes with: Shield o 
David (Pesahim 117b). Lastly, there are those who 
explain that according to this statement, he wil 
be the leader over the descendants of the three 
Patriarchs (Ran). 


He would make himself soft [me’aden] as a 
worm — nyina inyy fy m: Some explain that 
this means that he would bend himself like a worm. 
David would bend his hands and legs almost like 
a link in a chain, and this meaning is alluded to in 
the verse: “Can you bind the chains [ma‘adannot] 
of Pleiades” (Job 38:31; manuscript of Rashi). Others 
explain that this is related to the phrase “polluted 
garment” [begged idin] (Isaiah 64:5), which refers to 
a decomposing garment that is filled with worms 
(Ran). 


How should one man chase a thousand — 72% 
aby “mg qT: Although this verse speaks about the 
defeat of the Jews at the hands of other nations, 
God's goodness, when the Jewish people defeat 
their enemies, will certainly be even greater than 
this. Therefore, this verse will be fulfilled to an even 
greater degree when Jews act properly (manuscript 
of Rashi; see Maharsha). 
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Perek III 
Daf17 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


For a matter relating to Heaven - Naw nga: If one is 
ostracized over one of the matters that are normally punish- 
able by ostracism, as opposed to acting disrespectfully toward 
a Torah scholar, then the Nasi and all the Jewish people are 
required to respect the decree of ostracism until it is nulli- 
fied. This is the halakha even if the one who declared the 
ostracism is the least important person (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 334:17). 


Ruling for himself - waxy pt mip: One may rule for himself 
when he is certain that the halakha is in accordance with his 
opinion; however, the details of when and how this may be 
done are very complex (Shulhan Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 4). 
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The Gemara returns to the halakhot of ostracism and mentions 
that Rabbi Tanhum, son of Rabbi Hiyya, of the village of Akko, 
said that Rabbi Ya’akov bar Aha said that Rabbi Simlai said, 
and some say that this tradition was transmitted in the following 
manner: Rabbi Tanhum said that Rav Huna said, and others 
say that Rav Huna himself made this statement without the 
chain of transmission: 


If a student ostracized someone else due to an insult to his 
dignity, and not because the ostracized person was guilty of 
some transgression, his decree of ostracism is valid, as it is 
taught in a baraita: One who is ostracized by the teacher is 
considered ostracized with regard to the student. However, 
one who is ostracized by the student is not considered ostra- 
cized with regard to the teacher. The Gemara attempts to draw 
an inference from a careful reading of this baraita: He is not 
considered ostracized with regard to the teacher, which implies 
that he is considered ostracized with regard to everyone else. 


The Gemara clarifies the case: For what reason was he ostra- 
cized? If it was for a matter relating to Heaven," i.e., because he 

sinned, then why, if he was ostracized by the student, should he 

not be considered ostracized with regard to the teacher? Doesn't 
the verse state: “There is no wisdom or understanding or coun- 
sel against the Lord” (Proverbs 21:30)? This means that whena 

sin is committed and God's name is desecrated, all other consid- 
erations are ignored, even the eminence and knowledge of the 

teacher, and therefore he too must treat the offender as ostra- 
cized. Rather, is it not that the Gemara is referring to a case 

where the student ostracized the other person due to an insult 
to his own dignity? Therefore, it is apparent that his decree of 
ostracism is valid and binding upon all, with the exception of his 

teacher. 


Rav Yosef said: A Torah scholar may execute judgment for 
himself" with regard to a matter about which he is certain," 
and he is not required to first go to court and have the case 
decided for him. The same applies when another person behaves 
in a disrespectful manner toward him; he is permitted to go 
ahead on his own and ostracize him. 


A Torah scholar may execute judgment for himself - xays 
mya XPT PIY PIN: Some explain that according to this 
statement, a Torah scholar may ostracize someone who owes 
him money, if the loan has not been repaid and it is clear that 
the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the Torah 
scholar (Rid; Ran). However, many authorities disagree and 
say that this behavior could lead to a desecration of God's 
name. Instead, they explain that the statement in the Gemara 
is referring to a Torah scholar who ostracizes someone over his 
honor. If one acts disrespectfully concerning a matter that is 
explicitly prohibited, then the Torah scholar may ostracize him 


NOTES 


(Rabbeinu Hananel). Others add that in that case, all people 
must ostracize him (Rosh). Some say that this statement is not 
referring to ostracism at all; it is actually referring to the more 
general concept that one is permitted to determine his own 
ruling with regard to money that has been stolen from him, 
and he is not required to wait for the court to rule on the issue. 
If so, the only novel element of this statement is that it teaches 
that even a Torah scholar is permitted to act in this manner, 
although it is preferable for a Torah scholar to act generously 
and to go above and beyond what is strictly permitted by the 
halakha (Ritva; Ran). 
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There was a certain Torah scholar who gained a bad repu- 
tation due to rumors about his conduct. Rav Yehuda’ said: 
What should be done? To excommunicate him is not an 
option. The Sages need him," as he is a great Torah authority. 
Not to excommunicate him is also not an option, as then the 
name of Heaven would be desecrated." 


Rav Yehuda said to Rabba bar bar Hana: Have you heard 
anything with regard to this issue? He said to him: Rabbi 
Yohanan said as follows: What is the meaning of that which 
is written: “For the priest’s lips should keep knowledge, and 
they should seek Torah at his mouth; for he is a messenger 
[malakh] of the Lord of hosts” (Malachi 2:7)? This verse 
teaches: If the teacher is similar to an angel [malakh] of 
the Lord, then seek Torah from his mouth, but if he is not 
pure and upright, then do not seek Torah from his mouth; 
even if he is knowledgeable about Torah, do not learn from 
him." 


Based on this statement, Rav Yehuda ostracized that Torah 
scholar. In the end, after some time had passed, Rav Yehuda 
took ill and was on the verge of death. The Sages came to 
inquire about his well-being, and the ostracized scholar 
came along with them as well. When Rav Yehuda saw him, 
that scholar, he laughed. 


The ostracized scholar said to him: Was it not enough that 
you excommunicated that man, i.e., me, but now you even 
laugh at me? Rav Yehuda said to him: I was not laughing 
at you; rather, I am happy as I go to that other world that I 
did not flatter even a great man like you, but instead I treated 
you fairly in accordance with the halakha. 


Rav Yehuda died. The ostracized scholar came to the study 
hall and said to the Sages: Release me from the decree of 
ostracism. The Sages said to him: There is no man here as 
eminent as Rav Yehuda who can release you from the ostra- 
cism. Rather, go to Rabbi Yehuda Nesia in Eretz Yisrael, as 
only he can release you. That scholar came before Rabbi 
Yehuda Nesia. Rabbi Yehuda Nesia said to Rabbi Ami: Go 
and examine his case. If it is necessary to release him from 
his decree of ostracism, release him on my behalf. 


Rabbi Ami examined his case and thought at first to release 
him from his ostracism. But Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani? 
rose up on his feet and said: If the maidservant in the house 
of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi once ostracized another person," 
and the Sages did not relate frivolously to her decree of 
ostracism and did not revoke it until three years had passed, 
all the more so, with regard to a decree of ostracism placed 
by Yehuda our colleague, we must take it seriously and not 
release this scholar. 


PERSONALITIES 


NOTES 

Gained a bad reputation — mya 139 11797: Some say that 
this Torah scholar engaged in activities that were not appro- 
priate for one of his stature, e.g. frivolous song or studying 
heretical works (Rabbeinu Hananel). Most commentaries 
explain that he was accused of adultery or some other type 
of sexual immorality (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; Com- 
mentary on Moed Katan; see Tosafot). The Ritva explains that 
the Torah scholar did not violate any Torah prohibition but 
instead was lenient or ignored rabbinic prohibitions, such as 
the halakhot pertaining to seclusion with a woman or other 
similar halakhot. 


To excommunicate him is not an option, the Sages need 
him - pa a mw manv»: The question is raised: Why 
would ostracizing him be a problem; it was already stated 
hat one who has been ostracized may study and teach 
Torah? The Ritva explains that it would not be appropriate 
or the students to sit four cubits away from him, as was 
he practice for one who had been ostracized. Some learn 
rom here that there is a distinction between standard ostra- 
cism [niddu/] and a more severe form of ostracism [shamta]. 
Although it is permitted for one who has been ostracized 
o teach Torah, it is prohibited for one severely ostracized to 
each Torah, and that decree does not lapse after thirty days 
(Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). 


The name of Heaven would be desecrated — xow bona 
XIW T: God's name could be desecrated either because 
failing to excommunicate could teach others to be lenient 
with regard to prohibitions, or because others will claim 
that Torah scholars do not judge fairly and do not render the 
appropriate punishment for other Sages who have violated 
transgressions (Jalmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


The ostracism of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s maidservant — 
YATT KAN bw mPa): The early authorities ask: Why was this 
decree of ostracism, and that of the Torah scholar, nullified 
only after a period of time had passed? Some say that 
ostracism cannot be nullified unless the one who has been 
ostracized abandons the sin for which he was ostracized. 
In this case, since he did not, his decree of ostracism could 
not be nullified (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). Others say 
that ostracism cannot be nullified unless those who nullify 
it are of equal or greater stature than the one who initially 
declared the ostracism. In this case, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s 
maidservant was wise and sin fearing, and therefore it took 
a long time to find someone who could nullify the decree 
of ostracism that she had declared (Rosh, citing Ra’avad). 


HALAKHA 

A Torah scholar who sins - mew o37 sian: When a Torah 
scholar sins, the court does not rush to ostracize him; rather, 
they distance themselves from him. However, if he is liable 
to receive lashes for his sin, he may be punished in private. If 
he has earned a bad reputation by involving himself in pro- 
hibited matters, and his fellow scholars are embarrassed due 
to his behavior, and the name of Heaven is desecrated, then 
he should be ostracized (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 334:42). 


Rav Yehuda — 1317 27: Rav Yehuda bar Yehezkel was one of the 


great Babylonian Sages of the second generation of amora‘im. 


He studied under both Rav and Shmuel. Shmuel’s love and 
respect for Rav Yehuda were such that he often spoke highly 
of him and even remarked in admiration: This cannot be an 
ordinary mortal. Following Shmuel’s death, Rav Yehuda was 
appointed head of the Neharde’a academy in his stead. He 
moved the academy to his hometown of Pumbedita, where 
it remained for over seven hundred years, producing many 
prominent Sages. 

Rav Yehuda’ life was devoted entirely to Torah study, and he 


lived in poverty until he was instated as head of the academy. 


Most of scholars of the third generation of amora‘im were Rav 
Yehuda's students, including his son, Rav Yitzhak. Even those 
who studied in the academy in Sura became his students after 
the death of Rav Huna, head of that academy. 


Though Rav Yehuda believed that there are biblical verses 
prohibiting one from moving to Eretz Yisrael from Babylonia, 
he was well known for his love of Eretz Yisrael. The majority 
of his students moved there and became leading amora‘im 
of Eretz Yisrael. 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani — »372m2 74 byw yay: Rabbi 
Shmuel bar Nahmani was an amora in Eretz Yisrael during the 
second to third generation of amora’im there. He was probably 
born in Eretz Yisrael, however he may have also spent some 
time in Babylonia. He was a main student of the amora Rabbi 
Yohanan, but he also studied under Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi. 
He was considered to be one of the greatest scholars of aggada 
in the Talmud. He was one of the best known masters of aggada 
of his generation. His statements appear throughout the Jeru- 
salem Talmud and other midrashic literature. 


Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani also made halakhic statements, 
which were transmitted by other Sages. It was primarily the 
students of Rabbi Yohanan who asked him different questions 
and transmitted Torah statements in his name. Additionally, 
Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani had a unique status in that he was 
one of the few Sages who knew the secret of the movement 
of celestial bodies, necessary for calculating the New Moon. 
He was called: One of the great men of the generation. He also 
represented the Jewish people before the Roman Emperor 
Diocletian. 

Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani lived to a very old age, until the 
ime when Rabbi Ami was the head of the study hall, when he 
no longer was able to go there regularly. However, it appears 
hat he had his own personal study hall, in which the emphasis 
may have been more on the study of aggada. 


PATAP- MOED KATAN ` PEREK III -17A 11§ 
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BACKGROUND 

A wasp came and stung him - mpi kat XIN: A 
wasp sting is very painful, and in a sensitive area this 
pain is even greater. Approximately one percent of the 
population is allergic to these stings and the poison 
injected through the stinger. For such people, even one 
sting is dangerous and without quick treatment may 
lead to death. 


Wasp stinger with dripping venom about to enter human skin 


HALAKHA 

One who strikes an adult son — hitam i33 maa: A father 
who strikes his grown child is ostracized for transgress- 
ing the prohibition: “You shall not place a stumbling 
block before the blind.” According to some, one's child 
is an adult child from the age of twenty-two; others say 
from the age of twenty-four (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
33443). 
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Rabbi Zeira said: What caused this Elder, Rabbi Shmuel bar 
Nahmani, to come before us in the study hall today though for 
many years he did not come, and now he comes precisely during 
this discussion. Learn from this that it is not necessary to release 
him from his decree of ostracism, as this combination of events 
is certainly not a coincidence. Rather, it should be viewed as an 
instructive sign from Heaven. Consequently, Rabbi Ami did not 
release him from the ostracism, and the ostracized scholar left in 
tears. 


A wasp came and stung the ostracized scholar’ on his penis" and 
he died. Because he was a great Torah scholar, they took him into 
the caves in which the pious are interred in order to bury him 
there, but the caves did not accept him. A snake stood at the 
entrance of the caves and did not let them pass. They then took 
him into the caves of the judges, and they accepted him. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason that he was accepted there? 
The Gemara answers: Even though he sinned, he still acted in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Ilai," as it is taught in a 
baraita: Rabbi Ilai says: If a person sees that his evil inclination 
is gaining control over him and he cannot overcome it, then he 
should go to a place where he is not known. He should wear 
black, and he should wrap his head in black, as if he were a 
mourner. Perhaps these changes will influence him, so that he not 
sin. Even if these actions do not help, he should at least do as his 
heart desires in private and not desecrate the name of Heaven 
in public." Although this person had sinned, he did so in private 
and in a manner that did not publicly desecrate God’s name, and 
therefore it was fitting that he be given an honorable burial. 


The Gemara asks: What is the story mentioned by Rabbi Shmuel 
bar Nahmani involving the maidservant in the house of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi? It was related that the maidservant in Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi’s house saw a certain man who was striking his 
adult son." She said: Let that man be excommunicated, due to 
the fact that he has transgressed the injunction: “You shall not 
place a stumbling block before the blind” (Leviticus 19:14), as 
it is taught in a baraita that the verse states: “You shall not place 
a stumbling block before the blind,” and the verse speaks here 
of one who strikes his adult son, as the son is likely to become 
angry and strike his father back, thereby transgressing the severe 
prohibition against hitting one’s parent. 


_ NOTES — 


ATA PID 


Stung him on his penis [ametei] - PNARX mPWI: Some 
explain that he was stung on his hand (Ritva), and others have 
a version of the talmudic text containing the word forehead 
[aputei] (Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatorn). 


He acted in accordance with Rabbi Ilai - xv D TAT: 
There are various versions of this text, and consequently there 
are also many explanations of it. Some say that the question 
is why the unnamed ostracized scholar was not taken into the 
cave of the pious. The Gemara answers that this was because he 
did not act in accordance with Rabbi Ilai, but sinned in his home 
town. This is based on a version of the text that reads: Because 
he transgressed the opinion of Rabbi Ilai. 

Others understand this Gemara in the opposite way. Accord- 
ing to them, the Gemara asks why he was taken into the cave of 
judges. In response to this question, the Gemara answers that he 
acted in accordance with Rabbi llai. In fact, there are those who 
say that even if one acts in accordance with Rabbi Ilai but does 
not overcome his evil inclination, he is not considered to be pious 


(see Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). 


One whose evil inclination is gaining control over him — »3 
voy Jaana fw: Rabbeinu Hananel explains in the name of the 
geonim that this directive does not refer to one who intends to 
violate actual transgressions. Rather, it applies to someone who 
plans to enjoy pleasures or spend time in places that the Sages 
do not approve of. In that case, it is preferable that one who 
can no longer control himself go to a different place, where he 
is not known. 

Many note, in the name of Rav Hai Gaon, that Rabbi Ilai does 
not claim that it is permitted for one to sin. Rather, he claims 
that if one goes to a different place and wears black, which is 
mourner's clothing, then he will be able to overcome his evil 
inclination. Similarly, others write that the hassle of traveling 
will reduce his inclination (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). Alter- 
natively, if he goes to a place where he is a stranger and is not 
respected, he will be humbled (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; 
Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). 
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Similarly, it was related that Reish Lakish’ was guarding an 
orchard for payment when a certain man came and ate some 
figs that were growing there. Reish Lakish raised his voice and 
yelled at him, but this man paid no attention to him and kept 
eating. Reish Lakish said: Let that man be in a state of excom- 
munication. The man eating the figs said to him: On the con- 
trary, let that man, i.e., Reish Lakish, be in a state of excommu- 
nication, for even if I have become liable to you for payment, 
as I have eaten of the figs without permission, have I become 
liable to you for excommuncation?’ With that statement, the 
man left. 


Reish Lakish went to the study hall to inquire about the halakha 
with regard to this man. The other Sages said to him: His decree 
of ostracism is valid, but your decree of ostracism is not." In 
other words, that man was correct and Reish Lakish should not 
have ostracized him in response to his actions. 


Reish Lakish then asked: If so, what is the remedy for this decree 
of ostracism? The Sages answered him: Go to him so that he 
may release you from it. Reish Lakish replied: I do not know 
him. They said to him: Go then to the Nasi, so that he may 
release you from the ban, as it is taught in a baraita: If one was 
ostracized, but he does not know who ostracized him," he 
should go to the Nasi, and the Nasi may release him from his 
decree of ostracism. 


The Gemara continues: Rav Huna said that in Usha it was 

enacted: If the president of the court sinned," he is not ostra- 
cized. Although this would be the appropriate punishment, he is 

not ostracized, so as not to cause a desecration of God’s name. 
Rather, they say to him the words of the verse: “Keep your 
honor and stay at home” (11 Kings 14:10). That is to say, to 

preserve your dignity, it would be best if you were to stay at home, 
resign your position, and refrain from further public appearances. 
Ifhe sins again, he is ostracized, due to the desecration of God’s 

name that would ensue were people to think that he was spared 

his rightful punishment due to his high position. 


The Gemara comments: This opinion disagrees with that of 
Reish Lakish, for Reish Lakish said: If a Torah scholar sins, 
he is not ostracized at all in public, as it is stated: “Therefore, 
shall you fall in the day, and the prophet also shall fall with 
you in the night” (Hosea 4:5). This is explained to mean: If a 
prophet or any other important person sins, his offense should 
be concealed like the night and not punished in public. 


With regard to this issue, it was related that when a Torah 
scholar would become liable to be punished with excommu- 
nication before Mar Zutra the Pious, Mar Zutra would first 
excommunicate himself" as a mark of respect for the Torah 
scholar, and afterward he would ostracize the Torah scholar. 
This self-imposed excommunication was meant only as a show of 
honor to the other Torah scholar, and therefore when Mar Zutra 
would enter his house of lodging, he would release his own 
excommunication, and afterward he would release the other’s 
excommunication. 


PERSONALITIES 


Reish Lakish - wh ws: Rabbi Shimon ben Lakish, typically 
referred to as Reish Lakish, was among the greatest amora’im 
in Eretz Yisrael. He was the friend and brother-in-law of Rabbi 
Yohanan. 

Reish Lakish had an amazing life story. He studied Torah 
from a young age, but, perhaps due to dire financial straits, 
he sold himself to a Roman circus as a gladiator. There are 
many stories in the Talmud that attest to his great strength. 
Sometime later, after meeting Rabbi Yohanan, he resumed his 
Torah study, first as a student of Rabbi Yohanan, then as a friend 
and colleague. He married Rabbi Yohanan’s sister. 


The Talmud records many halakhic disagreements between 
Reish Lakish and Rabbi Yohanan with regard to central issues 


of halakha. Rabbi Yohanan treated him with great respect, 


often saying: My peer disagrees with me. Reish Lakish was 
known for his strict piety, to the extent that anyone who was 
seen conversing in public with Reish Lakish was said to be 
able to borrow money without guarantors, as Reish Lakish 
only associated with people beyond reproach. When he 
died, he was survived by his wife and son, who was a child 


prodigy. 
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The ostracism that Reish Lakish declared - w3 by pr 
wpb: Several questions are asked with regard to this incident. 
Apparently this person was a thief; why, then, was he not 
deserving of ostracism? Some say that the common practice 
in this place was to take fruit and pay afterward (see Josafot). 
Others explain that Reish Lakish would have been permitted 
to ostracize the thief before he stole, but not after he had 
already stolen, when instead Reish Lakish could take him to 
court and sue for damages (Rosh). 

With regard to the ostracism introduced by the phrase: On 
the contrary, there are those who claim that the ostracism has 
an impact only when directed toward an important person. 
Similarly, in the Jerusalem Talmud this story is told somewhat 
differently. According to that version, those stealing the figs 
were bandits, and it was Reish Lakish himself who was unsure 
if it was appropriate to ostracize them. These differences serve 
as the basis for the dispute between the Babylonian and Jeru- 
salem Talmud with regard to this halakha. 


Keep your honor and stay at home - J023 4W1 74371: Some 
explain that the president of the court is essentially ostra- 
cized, however the court does not make explicit reference to 
it. Rather, they allude to it by encouraging him to remain at 
home and not leave (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel; Ran). 


He would first excommunicate himself - mawn xwa 
Pwd: Some write that this was the common practice when 
it was necessary to ostracize an important person. The one 
who would pronounce the ostracism would first ostracize 
himself, so that he would not cause additional embarrassment 
to the one being ostracized (Commentary on Moed Katan). 
Some say that the expression: When he would enter his house 
of lodging, is referring not to Mar Zutra, but to the one who 
had been ostracized, and his decree of ostracism would be 
nullified before he returned to his residence (Talmid Rabbeinu 
Yehiel of Paris). 


HALAKHA 


One who incorrectly ostracizes — jt xow maya: If one 
ostracizes another without a proper basis for doing so, and the 
second person says to him: On the contrary you are ostracized, 
then the first is ostracized. This is the halakha provided that the 
second person who declared the ostracism is an important 
person, even if he is not a Torah scholar (Rema). This is also 
the case if the first does not know who this second person is, 
and there is a chance that he is an important person. However, 
if the second person is not a Torah scholar or a Torah student, 
then he cannot say: On the contrary, etc. Ifthe first person only 
stated that the act is punishable by ostracism, and the second 
person responded: On the contrary, etc., then the first person 
is not ostracized. The reason for this is because the first person 
did not explicitly ostracize the second (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 334:39, and in the comment of Rema). 


f one was ostracized and does not know who ostracized 
him — 373 972 YH Vg TT: If one was ostracized but does 
not know who ostracized him, then he should go to the Nasi 
o have his decree of ostracism nullified (Rambam Sefer HaMa- 
dda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 7:10). 


f the president of the court sinned - mipw p1 ma AK: If the 
head of a court or an eminent Torah scholar sins, he should not 
be publicly ostracized unless he committed major transgres- 
sions and is leading other members of the community astray, 
ike Jeroboam ben Nebat. If he repents but commits other sins, 
hen he should be punished with lashes in private (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 334:42). 
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Ostracizes himself [/e‘atzmo]- iayyy mya: The word 
le‘atzmo is explained in two ways. Some say it means that 
he ostracized himself. Others say that it means he may 
ostracize someone else for his own sake or due to his honor 
(Rashi manuscript). 


And the city shall be a curse [herem] - 097 wit ADM: 
The Maharsha comments that the word herem is used 
many times earlier in the Bible, and therefore he asks why 
he Gemara specifically quotes the verse from the book of 
Joshua. He explains that the verse's indirect reference to 
he inhabitants with the word “city” indicates that there 
is something to be derived from it. He goes on to explain 
hat the Gemara understands the word “city” here as an 
allusion to the body. Therefore, it is befitting to use this 
specific verse in a discussion with regard to herem and 
he body. The /yyun Ya'akov explains more simply that this 
is the first place where the enactment of such a herem is 
ound in the Bible. 


HALAKHA 

A Torah scholar may ostracize himself, and he may 
release himself - tayy> aag ayy) saya oan PYN: A 
Torah scholar can ostracize himself and release himself 
from ostracism, even if he was ostracized at the instruc- 
tion of someone else, or was ostracized because he had 
sinned. Some say that if he was liable to be ostracized and 
is deserving of this punishment, he cannot release himself 
from ostracism (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 334:33). 


LANGUAGE 
Excommunication [shamta] - «maw: This word is Aramaic 
and means to ostracize or to excommunicate. The explana- 
tions offered by the Sages for this word are not meant to 
teach about its etymology, but rather are meant to allude 
to the severity of ostracism. 


Numerical value [gimatriyya] — 8wa: From the Greek 
yewpetpia, geometria, which means measurement or 
calculation in general, although it later came to refer to 
a specific type of calculation. In rabbinic literature, it also 
refers broadly to mathematical calculations, and specifi- 
cally for tabulating the numerical value of the letters. 
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Rav Giddel said that Rav said: A Torah scholar may ostracize 
himself,’ and he may similarly release himself from self- 
imposed ostracism." Rav Pappa said: I have good coming to 
me, for I am praiseworthy, as I have never ostracized a Torah 
scholar. The Gemara asks about this: If so, when a Torah 
scholar was liable to be ostracized, what would he do? The 
Gemara answers: He did as they do in the West, Eretz Yisrael, 
where they appoint a court to give a Torah scholar lashes, but 
they do not appoint a court to ostracize him. That is to say, 
lashes were preferred over ostracism. 


The Gemara proceeds with a discussion that explains the severity 
of the punishment of excommunication: What is the meaning 
of the word excommunication [shamta]?! Rav said: This word 
is a contraction of the expression there is death [sham mita], 
alluding to the deathly aspect of excommunication. And Shmuel 
said: Shamta means that he will be a desolation [shemama 
yiheyeh], and it is effective upon him like fat smeared on an 
oven. Just as some of the fat will always remain absorbed in the 
walls of the oven, so too some aspect of the curse contained in 
the excommunication will continue to adhere to him even after 
the excommunication has been nullified. 


The Gemara comments: And this opinion disagrees with the 
opinion of Reish Lakish, for Reish Lakish said: Just as ostra- 
cism enters the two hundred and forty-eight organs of one’s 
body when it is first pronounced, so too when it leaves, it leaves 
from his two hundred and forty-eight organs. 


The following allusion is offered in support of the opinion of 
Reish Lakish: When it enters, it enters all the organs, as it is 
written: “And the city shall be a curse [herem]” (Joshua 6:17), 
and the numerical value [gimatriyya]' of the word herem, a 
concept similar to ostracism, is two hundred and forty-eight. 
Therefore, the verse alludes to the fact that a decree of ostracism 
penetrates one’s two hundred and forty-eight organs. When it 
leaves, it leaves all the organs, as it is written: “In wrath remem- 
ber mercy [rahem]” (Habakkuk 3:2), and the numerical value 
of the word rahem is also two hundred and forty-eight, thereby 
teaching that when the decree of ostracism is revoked, it disap- 
pears entirely. 


The Gemara continues discussing the power of a ban. Rav Yosef 
said: Cast an excommunication on the tail of a dog and it, the 
excommunication, will do its work and harm the dog. It was 
related that there was a certain dog that would eat the shoes 
of the Sages, and they did not know who it was causing this 
damage. They thought that it was a person, and so they excom- 
municated whoever was doing it. Soon thereafter, the dog’s tail 
caught fire and got burnt. This shows that excommunication 
can have a harmful effect even on a dog. 


It was further related that there was a violent person who 
caused suffering to a certain Torah scholar. This Torah scholar 
came before Rav Yosef to ask what he should do. Rav Yosef said 
to him: Go and ostracize him. This Torah scholar said to him: 
I am afraid of him, that he will harass me even more. 


Rav Yosef said to him: Take out, i.e., publish a written ostracism 
against him.’ The Torah scholar said to him: All the more so I 
am fearful of him, for if I publicize the matter he will certainly 
come after me. Rav Yosef said to him to do as follows: Take the 
written ostracism and place it in a jug, 


Document of ostracism — xmn: The geonim, who had a 
tradition with regard to this matter, understood that this is a 
document written for someone who refuses to appear in court 
or pay what he owes. It is given this name because it is the first 


BACKGROUND 


document that the court writes for him. If, after some time, he 
still does not obey the court's orders, they then write a document 
of excommunication, which is more severe than the initial docu- 
ment of ostracism (see Bava Kama 112b). 
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and set it down in a cemetery," where nobody is found, and 
sound a thousand, i.e., many, shofar blasts over the course of 
forty days." That man went and did this. The jug burst and the 
violent man died. The Gemara asks: What is the reason that 
shofarot are sounded when a decree of ostracism is pronounced? 
The shofarot allude to the fact that they extract punishment 
[shenifra’in] from the excommunicated person. 


The Gemara asks further: What is the reason that broken blasts 
are sounded on the shofar when the excommunication is pro- 
nounced? Rav Yitzhak, son of Rav Yehuda, said: It breaks tall 
buildings," i.e., a decree of ostracism can harm and break even the 
high and mighty, as it is taught in a baraita: Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel said: Wherever it says that the Sages set their eyes in 
anger upon a particular person, it causes either death or 
poverty. 


§ It is taught in the mishna: And the nazirite whose term of 
naziriteship ended on the intermediate days of a Festival, and the 
leper who needs to purify himself on the intermediate days and 
must shave his entire body in order to leave his state of ritual 
impurity and regain his ritual purity, these people are permitted 
to cut their hair on the intermediate days of the Festival because 
they were not able to do so on the eve of the Festival. Rabbi 
Yirmeya raised a question before Rabbi Zeira: Is this allowance 
limited to the case where they did not have the time to cut their 
hair before the Festival, as it was prohibited for them to do so 
beforehand? Or perhaps they may cut their hair even in a case 
where they had the time to do so beforehand. 


He said to him: We already learned this in a baraita: With regard 
to all those about whom the Sages said that they are permitted 
to cut their hair on the intermediate days of a Festival, they may 
do so only if they did not have time to cut their hair before the 
Festival. But if they had time before the Festival began, then they 
are prohibited from doing so. 


However, a nazirite and a leper, even if they had the time to do 
so before the Festival, they are permitted to cut their hair. Why 
are they granted this special allowance? So that they will not 
delay bringing their offerings." Both a nazirite and a leper must 
cut their hair before sacrificing their offerings in completion of 
their purification process. Therefore, if they are not permitted to 
cut their hair, they will not be able to sacrifice their offerings at 
the proper time." 


In was taught in a baraita: A priest and a mourner are permitted 
to cut their hair during the intermediate days of a Festival. The 
Gemara asks: What are the circumstances when the mourner is 
permitted to do so? If we say that the eighth day of his mourning 
occurred on the eve of the Festival, then he should have cut his 
hair on the eve of the Festival, as the more stringent restrictions 
of his mourning no longer applied. Rather, it must be that we 
are dealing with a case where the eighth day of his mourning 
occurred on a Shabbat" that was the eve of the Festival, and so 
he could not have cut his hair on the Festival eve. 


Haircutting for a nazirite and leper during the intermediate 
days — Yina priv P nian: When it is time for a nazirite 
or a leper to cut his hair, he is permitted to do so, even during 
the intermediate days of the Festival, so that he does not delay 


HALAKHA 


before the Festival, but he delayed for whatever reason, he may 
still cut his hair during the intermediate days to avoid further 
delay in bringing his offerings (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot 
Yom Tov 719). 


bringing his offerings. Even if his time to cut his hair occurred 
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NOTES 


Cemetery - 3p t3: The simple reason for this is because 
itisa place where people are not present. Talmid Rabbeinu 
Yehiel of Paris adds that by doing this, it is as though the 
dead were his community and they agreed to this decree 
of ostracism. 


A thousand shofar blasts over the course of forty 
days — pat pyaixa TSW xay: Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYa- 
tom explains that this does not mean that he should sound 
the ram's horn exactly one thousand times, but rather that it 
should be blown numerous times. However, he writes that 
the number forty alludes to the forty days when a fetus is 
first formed so that this curse of death parallels the time 
when this person was first created. See also Maharsha who 
offers a similar explanation. 


It breaks tall buildings [tavrei batei ramei] - naan 
2: In the manuscript of Rashi, it is noted that an alterna- 
tive version of the Talmud text reads: That breaks, builds, 
and casts away [tavrei, batei, verami] (see Commentary 
on Moed Katan). 


So that they will not delay bringing their offerings - Kow 
apma ww»: Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom writes that 
one who is required to bring these offerings transgresses 
a positive mitzva every day that he delays doing so. Talmid 
Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris explains that in this case the Sages 
did not prohibit haircutting during the intermediate days, 
as they did not want their decree to prevent one from 
bringing his offering in the proper time. 

Tosafot ask: The nazirite’s haircut is not a prerequisite for 
sacrificing his offering, so why is he permitted to cut his hair 
during the intermediate days? They answer that although 
he is not required to do so, it is a mitzva for him to cut his 
hair at that time. Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris adds that 
normally one wants to perform all of the associated mitzvot 
at the same time, and if he is not permitted to cut his hair 
then he will similarly delay bringing his offering. 


Where the eighth day...occurred on a Shabbat - nw 
naw3...2aw: Tosafot note that the mourning period 
begins only once the deceased has been buried. Since 
burials may not be performed on Shabbat, how is it pos- 
sible for the eighth day of the mourning period to fall 
on Shabbat? This question is answered by the Jerusalem 
Talmud in several different ways: Either the deceased was 
killed and dragged away by a wild animal on Shabbat, in 
which case there is no burial and the mourning period 
begins immediately, or gentiles completed the burial after 
Shabbat had already begun. The Meiri adds that it is pos- 
sible that the deceased drowned on a boat on Shabbat. 
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The time that a mourner may cut his hair bard mis yar: 
f one buried his deceased relative seven days before he 
Festival and mourned for seven days, the Festival cancels 
he thirty-day period of mourning known as sheloshim. This 
applies even if the seventh day occurs on the day before the 
Festival, due to the principle that part of a day has the hala- 
hic status of an entire day, in accordance with the opinion 

of Abba Shaul. In addition, such mourners are permitted 

o cut their hair, launder their clothes, and bathe on the 
day before a Festival, close to nightfall. On the day before 
Passover, a mourner may perform these activities from mid- 
day onward so that he may bring the Paschal offering at the 
proper time. Others say that it is preferable for him to cut his 
hair before midday (Rema). 

Similarly, if the eighth day of his mourning falls on 

Shabbat on the day before a Festival, then he may cut his 
hair, launder his clothes, and bathe on Friday, which is his 
seventh day of mourning. If he did not cut his hair in these 
cases, then he is prohibited from doing so during the inter- 
mediate days. However, he may do so after the conclusion of 
the Festival. If his seventh day of mourning falls on Shabbat 
on the day before a Festival, then he is permitted to cut his 
hair during the intermediate days, since he was unable to 
do so before the Festival (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 399:3). 


A priest serving immediately prior to the Festival — j7> 
by ap wawan: The members of the priestly watch 
whose week of Temple service ends during the Festival 
may cut their hair during the intermediate days. However, if 
he watch completed its service on the day before a Festival, 
hen the priests should cut their hair at that time, and they 
are prohibited from cutting their hair during the Festival 
Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Yom Tov 7:19 and Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Biat HaMikdash 1:13). 


Watches during the Festivals — oa miawan: During 
he three pilgrimage Festivals, all of the priestly watches 
have equal standing; they equally divide the shewbread and 
all of the offerings that were sacrificed during the Festival. 
Additionally, on Shavuot they share the two loaves (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 4:4-5). 


BACKGROUND 


The shewbread - 0573 ond: The Torah describes the offer- 
ing of the twelve loaves of shewbread that were placed 

on the sacred table in the Sanctuary each Shabbat (Leviti- 

cus 24:5-9). The bread of the previous week was divided 

among the priests and eaten by them. The shewbread was 

unleavened and placed on the table in two arrangements 

of six loaves each. Two bowls of frankincense were placed 

between them, or, according to other opinions, on top 

of them. 


Priests with shewbread 
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But if this is the case, he should have cut his hair on Friday, for Rav 
Hisda said that Ravina bar Sheila said: The halakha is in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Abba Shaul. If the deceased was buried 

seven days before the Festival, then not only has the mourner com- 
pleted the seven-day mourning period, but he is even regarded as 

having begun the thirty-day mourning period, and so the Festival 

cancels this thirty-day period of mourning. And the Rabbis con- 
cede to the opinion of Abba Shaul when the eighth day of his 

mourning occurs on a Shabbat that is the eve of the Festival, and 

they maintain that he is permitted to cut his hair on Friday. Since 

he is unavoidably prevented from cutting his hair on the eighth day, 
the Rabbis allowed him to cut it already on the seventh day." 


The Gemara answers: No, the ruling of the baraita is necessary in 

the case where the seventh day of his mourning occurs on a Shab- 
bat that is the eve of the Festival. In that case, he certainly cannot 

cut his hair on Friday because it is only the sixth day of his mourning, 
and so he is permitted to cut his hair on the intermediate days of the 

Festival. 


The Gemara comments: The tanna of the baraita, who permits a 
mourner to cut his hair during the intermediate days of the Festival, 
holds in accordance with the opinion of Abba Shaul, who said: 
The legal status of part of the day is like that of an entire day, and 
therefore the seventh day counts as both the final day of the seven- 
day mourning period and the first day of the thirty-day mourning 
period. From the perspective of the halakhot of mourning, one 
would be permitted to cut his hair; however since this day is Shab- 
bat, he is unavoidably prevented from doing so, and therefore he 
is permitted to cut his hair during the intermediate days of the 
Festival. 


The tanna of our mishna, on the other hand, who does not mention 
that a mourner is permitted to cut his hair on the intermediate days 
of a Festival, holds in accordance with the opinion of the Rabbis, 
who say: We do not say that the legal status of part of the day is 
like that of an entire day for a mourner. Therefore, he has not yet 
completed his seven-day period of mourning, and consequently 
he will not be permitted to cut his hair even after the Festival, until 
the completion of the thirty-day mourning period. 


The Gemara continues and asks: The case of this priest, who is 

permitted to cut his hair during the intermediate days of a Festival, 
what are the circumstances? If we say that he completed his watch 
on the eve of the Festival, then he should have cut his hair on the 

eve of the Festival. 


The Gemara answers: No, the ruling of the baraita is necessary in 
the case where one completed his watch during the Festival week 
itself." The tanna of our mishna holds that since we learned in a 
mishna (Sukka ssb): At the year, i.e., the three pilgrimage Festivals, 
all of the priestly watches share equally in the Festival offerings" 
and in the division of the shewbread’ among the priests on Shab- 
bat that occurs on the Festival," therefore, he is considered like one 
whose watch was not completed during the Festival, and he may 
not cut his hair until after the Festival. And the tanna of the baraita 
holds that although he belongs also to those other watches serving 
during the Festival, nevertheless, his own watch was completed 
before the Festival, and so he is permitted to cut his hair.’ 


The Festival offerings [imurei] 


(Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; Ritva). 


-07 Xg: In tractate Sukka, 
itis explained that the term used here for offerings refers specifi- 
cally to those portions that were burnt on the altar. The priests 
have no benefit from those portions. Some explain that the 
word imurei here should be understood not as offerings, but as: 
What is said [neemar] to be done during the Festivals, or to the 
other offerings from which the priests would receive a portion 


NOTES 
A priest's haircut - p37 nnan: Rashi asks: Why does he 
not cut his hair on Thursday, just before the conclusion of 
his watch? In answer, he explains that the baraita refers to a 
case where the Festival itself occurs on Thursday. The Meiri 
offers a similar explanation. Rashi in the manuscript writes 
that initially the priest is permitted only to launder his clothes, 
but not to cut his hair on Thursday. The Ritva offers a similar 
explanation. 
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§) The Sages taught the following baraita: All those about whom 
it was said that they are permitted to cut their hair on the inter- 
mediate days of a Festival" because they were unable to do so 
beforehand, they may similarly cut their hair during the period of 
their mourning if they had been unable to do so beforehand. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in another baraita: They are 
nevertheless prohibited from cutting their hair during the period 
of their mourning? Rav Hisda said that Rav Sheila said: When it 
is taught in the baraita that they are permitted to cut their hair, it 
is referring to one for whom two periods of mourning applied 
in succession. In other words, this person was required to practice 
one period of mourning immediately following another period of 
mourning, and he is unable to endure the prescribed restrictions for 
such an extended period. 


The Gemara asks: If this is referring to a case where his mourning 
applied in succession, then why specifically does the baraita dis- 
cuss all those about whom it was said that they may cut their hair? 
The allowance should apply even to everyone, not only to those 
who had been unavoidably prevented from cutting their hair in the 
preceding period, as it is taught in a baraita: If one’s mourning 
periods applied in succession, one after the other, and his hair 
grew long and became heavy, he may lighten it by cutting his 
hair with a razor,’ and he may wash his garment in water, so that 
he does not suffer for such a long time without cutting his hair or 
washing his clothes. 


The Gemara answers: But wasn’t it said with regard to that baraita: 
Rav Hisda said: When it states that one may cut his hair, it means 
that he may do so with a razor, but not with scissors? Similarly, 
when it states that one may wash his clothes, it means that he may 
launder them with water, but not with neter’ or soap.” Therefore, 
the baraita teaches that if one had been unavoidably prevented from 
performing these actions beforehand and then had to observe a 
double mourning period, he may cut his hair in an ordinary manner, 
without performing these actions in an altered way. Rav Hisda said: 
That is to say that, generally speaking, a mourner is prohibited 
from laundering his clothes.™ 


The Sages taught the following baraita: Just as the Sages said that 
it is prohibited to cut one’s hair during the intermediate days of 
a Festival, so too it is prohibited to cut one’s nails during the 
intermediate days of a Festival;" this is the statement of Rabbi 
Yehuda, whereas Rabbi Yosei permits cutting nails. 


BACKGROUND 


Neter— "na: This is apparently sodium carbonate, Na,COs, which 
is found in colorless clusters that crystallize from evaporating 
water. In nature, sodium carbonate is found in desert regions. 
However, in ancient times it was often produced from the ash 


of sea algae. Also called washing soda, 


dissolves in water, and its solubility causes a strong basic reac- 
tion. Due to hydrolysis, which produces Nay, it can dissolve many 
herefore it was used as a cleaning 
agent, even during the biblical period. Some say that it refers 
to natron, a naturally occurring mixture of sodium carbonate 


different types of fats, and 


decahydrate. 


Soap [ohal] — bax: Many plants with the name ohal are found 
in Eretz Yisrael. One of them, known as the common ice plant 
or Mesembryanthemum crystallinum L., is an annual plant that 
grows in the Sharon and Shephela regions of Eretz Yisrael, in 
rocks and walls that face the sea. The surface of these plants is 
covered in small translucent sacs that appear like ice crystals, 


which give it the name ice plant. This plant contains a notice- 
able amount of raw soda and was used for laundering clothes 
and bathing. 


this compound easily 


Common ice plant 
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HALAKHA 


Those who are permitted to cut their hair on the inter- 
mediate days of a Festival, etc. - “yina nani Daman 
^a: If one from those categories of people whom the 
Sages permitted to cut their hair during the intermedi- 
ate days becomes a mourner, it is prohibited for him to 
cut his hair during the mourning period. However, if he 
had two consecutive mourning periods, he may cut his 
hair in an ordinary manner during the second seven-day 
period. Anyone else who has two consecutive periods of 
mourning may cut his hair in an unusual manner, such 
as with a razor, as opposed to using scissors. This must be 
done in private (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 390:3, and in the 
comment of Rema). 


A mourner is prohibited from laundering his clothes — 
npiaana ox bay: A mourner may not launder his clothes 
for the entire seven- day period of mourning, and he is 
similarly prohibited from wearing freshly laundered clothes. 
After these seven days, it is permitted. However, the com- 
mon practice is to refrain from wearing freshly laundered 
clothes for the entire thirty-day period. In order to observe 
his custom, it is common practice to permit the mourner 
o wear clean clothes after they have first been worn by 
another person for a short time (Rema). 

If a person in one of the categories of people who are 
permitted to launder their clothes during the intermediate 
days became a mourner, he is prohibited from laundering 
his clothes while in mourning. However, if he experiences 
wo consecutive periods of mourning, then he may launder 
clothes in an ordinary manner in private. 

Anyone who experiences two consecutive periods of 
mourning may launder clothes only in water, without soap 
or lye. If he must wash his clothes because they are dirty 
and he is not doing so for pleasure, then he is permitted 
to launder them properly (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 389:1; 
Pithei Teshuva, citing Responsa Lahmei Toda). 


NOTES 


Lighten it with a razor — wna Spm: According to some, 
this expression means that one is permitted only to neaten 
his hair by trimming several of the longer strands, but he 
may not have a proper haircut (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of 
Paris). Others write that this means that he may cut the 
lower parts of his hair so that the haircut is not apparent to 
others (Rid). The Ran presents both opinions. 


That is to say a mourner is prohibited from laundering 
his clothes — npiaana 1o% bax DMN Nxt: The early 
authorities ask: Why did Rav Hisda ‘heed to make this state- 
ment when it was already taught that a mourner may not 
launder his clothes, based on the instructions given to the 
Tekoite woman (see Josafot)? Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris 
writes that the verse cannot serve as a proof but merely as 
an allusion to the halakha, making Rav Hisda's statement 
necessary. Others write that there the baraita taught only 
about laundering clothes in an ordinary manner. However, 
here Rav Hisda teaches that it is prohibited to launder 
clothes even in cold water (Ran; Ritva; see Tosefot HaRosh). 


Cutting nails during the intermediate days — nmo 
“yina onay: Some explain that according to Rabbi Yosei's 
opinion nothing is accomplished by cutting one’s nails 
before a Festival because they grow so quickly. Even cutting 
them immediately before the Festival does not prevent 
the need to cut them during the intermediate days (Ran). 
Others suggest that long fingernails are especially repulsive, 
and the Sages were not strict with such a minor type of 
work (Ritva). 


121 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


— NOTES ——______- 
Nail cutting for a mourner - Saya psy nyo: The Ran 
writes in the name of Rabbi Aaron HaLevi that it is possible 
to derive the prohibition against nail cutting during the 
mourning period from the biblical passage that describes 
the beautiful captive woman. She must mourn for her family 
for seven days, and it is written that she must “do her nails” 
(Deuteronomy 21:12). This is understood as meaning that 
she must let her nails grow during the period when she 
mourns her family. 

Rabbi Yosei does not learn this derivation, either because 
the mitzva that the beautiful woman grow her nails is part 
of the requirement that she make herself unattractive, or 
because he maintains that “do her nails” does not mean grow 
her nails, but rather cut her nails (Ran; see Ritva). 


Perek III 
Daf18 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


Cutting nails during the intermediate days of a Festi- 
val - yina niay nowa: It is permitted to cut both one’s 
fingernails and toenails during the intermediate days of a 
Festival, even using a pair of scissors. This is because the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, as 
is stated by Shmuel. 

The Rema writes that there are those who rule stringently 
and prohibit the use of scissors. The custom is not to cut one’s 
nails using any implement, with the exception of a woman 
preparing for mandatory ritual immersion, who may cut her 
nails in an ordinary manner. However, even according to 
those who are strict, it is permitted to trim nails with one’s 
teeth or hands. In exceptional circumstances, if one was 
preoccupied before the Festival, then he may cut his nails 
with scissors during the Festival, even according to those 
who are stringent (Arukh HaShulhan). Practically speaking, 
Ashkenazic communities follow the Rema, and even many 
Sephardic communities do as well, and one should not act 
differently in a place where this is the custom (Kaf HaHayyim; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 532:1). 


Cutting nails while in mourning - baxa piss nyo: 

The halakha follows the opinion of Rabbi Yosei, as ruled by 
Shmuel, that a mourner may cut his nails. However, the hala- 
kha also follows the opinion of Rav, and the nails should be 
cut with one’s hands or teeth but not with a utensil. 

Once the first seven days of mourning have passed, but 
before the thirty-day period of mourning is over, a woman 
who is preparing for her ritual immersion should ask a gentile 
woman to cut her nails for her. Some say that another Jewish 
woman may also cut them on her behalf (Rema). However, 
others disagree and say that it is prohibited for another Jew- 
ish woman to cut them for her (Shakh), but this is not the 
custom (Arukh HaShulhan; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 390:7). 
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And just as the Sages said that a mourner is prohibited from 
cutting his hair during the period of his mourning, so too he 
is prohibited from cutting his nails during the period of his 
mourning; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda, whereas 
Rabbi Yosei permits a mourner to cut his nails." 


Ulla said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda with regard to mourning, but the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei with regard to 
the intermediate days of the Festival. Shmuel said: 


The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei 
with regard to the intermediate days of the Festival" and with 
regard to mourning, as Shmuel said this general principle: The 
halakha is in accordance with the statement of the more 
lenient authority in matters relating to mourning." 


It was related that something unpleasant happened to Pinehas, 
brother of Mar Shmuel, that is to say, one of his close relatives 
died. Shmuel entered to ask him the reason, i.e., to console 
him. He saw that Pinehas’s nails were long, and said to him: 
Why do you not cut them? Pinehas replied: If it were your 
relative who died," and you were in mourning, would you treat 
the matter so lightly and cut your nails? 


Pinehas’s words were: “Like an error that proceeds from a 
ruler” (Ecclesiastes 10:5)." As soon as he uttered them they 
come true, even though he did not intend them. Shortly after 
Pinehas made his comment, something unpleasant happened 
to Shmuel, and one of his close relatives died. Pinehas, his 
brother, entered to ask him the reason, i.e., to offer words of 
comfort. Shmuel took his nails and cast them in Pinehas’s 
face." Shmuel then said to him: Do you not know the principle 
that a covenant is made with the lips? In other words, do you 
not know that what one says influences future events? 


NOTES 


If it were your relative who died — myy 77974 te: This refers to 
a child, rather than any other relative, which explains why it was 
a close relative of Pinehas, but not a close relative of Pinehas’s 
brother, Shmuel (Rashi manuscript). 


Like an error that proceeds from a ruler - nan KYW TWD 
vbw: In the manuscript of Rashi, it is explained: This is similar 
to a case where a ruler stated that a person deserves to be 
sentenced to death. Although the ruler did not actually intend 
for him to be killed, his servant carried out this order. 


Took his nails and cast them in his face - mwh anyopw 
max) amv: Shmuel was not concerned about throwing his 
fingernail clippings on the ground, although subsequently the 
Gemara explains that one who does so is wicked. Shmuel was 
not concerned, either because he collected them afterward 
(Rashi), or because he was in a place where women were not 
present (Jalmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 
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This is as Rabbi Yohanan said: From where is it derived that a 
covenant is made with the lips, and that one’s speech has the 
power to change events? For it is stated: “And Abraham said to 
his young men: Stay here with the donkey, and I and the lad 
will go onward; and we will worship, and we will come back to 
you” (Genesis 22:5). Abraham said this even though he thought 
that he was going to sacrifice his son as an offering and that Isaac 
would not be returning, yet this had an influence and they both 
came back. 


With regard to this halakha pertaining to a mourner cutting his 
nails: They initially concluded from this: With regard to the nails 
on his hand, yes, a mourner may cut them; but as for the nails on 
his foot, no, he may not cut them, because long toenails are less 
repulsive. Rav Anan bar Tahlifa said: It was explained to me by 
Shmuel himself: It is not different if it is the nails on the hand 
and it is not different if it is the nails on the foot, as in both cases 
cutting the nails is permitted. 


Rav Hiyya bar Ashi said that Rav said: But with scissors [genus- 
tera] specifically for nail cutting it is prohibited, i.e., the mourner 
should cut his nails in an alternate manner. Rav Shemen bar Abba 
said: I once stood before Rabbi Yohanan in the study hall dur- 
ing the intermediate days of a Festival, and he cut his nails with 
his teeth and threw them down. 


The Gemara comments: Learn from this incident of Rabbi 
Yohanan three halakhot:" Learn from this that it is permitted to 
cut one’s nails on the intermediate days of a Festival. And learn 
from this that nails have no prohibition due to the fact that they 
are repulsive, i.e., there is no prohibition against biting them on 
that basis. Inasmuch as one is prohibited from placing something 
repulsive in his mouth, this incident teaches that nails do not fall 
into this category. And also learn from this that it is permitted 
to throw nails away. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? But isn’t it taught in a baraita: Three 

things were said about nails: One who buries them in the 

ground is deemed righteous. One who burns them is even better, 
as he is considered pious." One who merely throws them away 
is regarded as wicked." The Gemara explains: Whatis the reason 

that it is prohibited to throw away nail clippings? This is prohib- 
ited lest a pregnant women pass over them" and miscarry, for 
the Sages had a tradition that it is dangerous for a pregnant woman 

to walk over fingernails. 


The Gemara answers: A woman is not usually found in the study 
hall, and therefore Rabbi Yohanan was not concerned about 
throwing his nail clippings there. If you say that sometimes the 
nails are gathered together when the floor is swept and then 
thrown outside where a pregnant woman may walk over them, 
this is not a problem. Once their place has changed" the nails 
themselves change and are no longer harmful. 


Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: A pair of Sages from Hamatan 
came before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. And Mar Zutra taught" it 
without the names of Rav Yehuda and Rav, simply as: A pair of 
Sages from Hamatan came before Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. And 
they asked him whether or not a mourner is permitted to cut his 
nails, and he permitted it to them. And had they asked him 
whether or not a mourner may trim his mustache, he would also 
have permitted it to them. And Shmuel said: They also asked 
him about trimming a mustache," and he permitted it to them. 


HALAKHA 


What is done with nail clippings — D883 wwiy ma: When one 


pings, but instead he should bury or burn them (Shulhan Arukh, 


cuts his nails it is preferable that he does not throw away the clip- Orah Hayyim 260:1; Magen Avraham). 


LANGUAGE 

Scissors [genustera] — KWN: The origin of this 
word is Greek. Some say it originates from the Greek 
Kynotnp, knestér, meaning a nail file, which was 
used for nail cutting. Others say, based on a version 
of the Talmud text that reads negusterei, that this may 
be from the Greek évu§, onux, meaning nail, and 
pivy, rhiné, meaning clipper or cutter, which also 
refers to a utensil used for cutting nails. 


NOTES 


Learn from this incident three halakhot — Aya pow 
nhn: Based on the fact that the Gemara specifically 
mentions three halakhot and not four, there are 
those who understand that Rabbi Yohanan’s actions 
do not teach the prohibition against cutting finger- 
nails on the intermediate days with scissors (Rif). 
Instead, he did not use scissors either because he did 
not have any available to him at that time or because 
one may not take metal tools into a study hall (Rabbi 
Shlomo ben HaYatom; see Ran). Some say that there 
is no evidence as to whether or not one may use scis- 
sors to cut nails on the intermediate days because 
this list of three only includes leniencies and not 
stringencies (Rid; see Ran). 


One who burns them is pious - "on ayit: There 
are several reasons why such a person is called pious: 
Perhaps it is difficult to find an appropriate place to 
burn fingernails; burning fingernails smell unpleas- 
ant; or it may be particularly painful for one to burn 
something that was once part of his body (Talmid 
Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


Lest a pregnant woman pass over them - Kaw 
May TUN why iayn: Some say that this means 
that the fingernails are repulsive and may thereby 
cause her to miscarry (Jalmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 
However, others explain that there is a spiritual rea- 
son that fingernails cause women to miscarry. For 
example, Eliya Rabba gives kabbalistic reasons for 
this. 


Once their place has changed — "anwx7}2: Based 
on this expression, most explain that once nail clip- 
pings have been moved they no longer have the 
power to cause harm. Others suggest that once a 
certain amount of time has passed their power is 
negated (see Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


Mar Zutra taught — 33 «oN Was: According to the 
text of the Babylonian Talmud, there is no difference 
between the two versions of this statement, aside 
from the fact that Mar Zutra taught this statement 
as a baraita and not as a statement made by Rav. 
According to Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom, the text 
should read: A pair came from Hamatan before Rabbi 
Hiyya. In the Jerusalem Talmud, it is stated that two 
pairs of Sages came, each one from a different place, 
and each asked a different question. 


They also asked him about a mustache - wpa 9% 
mw sara: Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola and 
Rashi explain this question to be: In general, is trim- 
ming a mustache prohibited as a form of removing 
one’s beard? However, most commentaries explain 
hat the question is whether or not it is permitted to 
rim one’s mustache during the intermediate days of 
a Festival (Rid; Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel; Talmid 
Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). In the Jerusalem Talmud, 
here is a long dispute as to whether the question 
applies to the intermediate days of a Festival or to 
a mourning period. According to the Ra’avad, a 
mourner may not trim his mustache. In order to 
support his opinion, he cites Mephibosheth, who 
did not trim his mustache while he was mourning 
(11 Samuel 19:25). 
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NOTES 


A mustache may be trimmed from one corner to the other 
corner — nod Dnt naw: Many of the early authorities have 
a version of the text that includes the expression: But any part 
of the hanaha is prohibited. However, it is not in the standard 
ext because in the manuscript of Rashi it is written that he 
did not find a way to explain the term hanaha. Neither the 
Rif nor the Rambam had these words in their talmudic text. 
any early authorities understand that hanaha refers to 
he sides of the mouth, and it means that one is permitted 
o cut only the mustache itself, but hair on the sides of the 
mouth must be left untrimmed, along with the rest of the 
beard, unless it interferes with eating (Rabbeinu Hananel). 
Others explain that the terms mustache here refers to the 
hair immediately above the mouth, and the word hanaha 
refers to the hair above that (Meiri). Alternatively, there are 
hose who claim the word hanaha refers to the hair near the 
ower lip, which is below [naha] the mouth (see Ritva). 


A 


Pharaoh who lived in the days of Moses — 93 myw Ty 
mia: Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom has a different version of 
he Talmud text. It adds that Pharaoh's name was Girsi. The 
verse: “He sets up over it the lowest of men,” is actually refer- 
ring to Nebuchadnezzar, who was only one cubit tall. However, 
he Gemara understands that Pharaoh was also this height 
(Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


Linen garments - jnws bp: Some say that the reason for 
his allowance is that they become dirty quickly and can be 
aundered without much effort (Rashi manuscript). 


LANGUAGE 
His penis [parmashtako] — iprwinrs: This word appears to be 
Persian. However, its actual source is unclear. Although there 
are similar words in Persian and Sanskrit, none of them have 
the meaning that Rashi and others ascribe to it. 

It is possible that the depiction of Pharaoh here is based 
on other similar ancient Egyptian statues and objects that 
show dwarflike figures containing all the elements of the 
description here. 


Sorcerer [amgushi] — *waarax: The origin of the word is magus, 
aterm used for Zoroastrian priests in Iranian languages. It was 
then adopted by Greek and Aramaic. 
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Avitul the scribe said in the name of Rav Pappa: A mustache 
may be trimmed from one corner to the other corner" of 
the mouth. Rabbi Ami said: One may trim only the portion 
of the mustache that interferes with normal eating, but one 
may not trim the mustache for beautification. Rav Nahman 
bar Yitzhak said: For me, my entire mustache is considered 
like a mustache that interferes with normal eating, as I am 
particularly sensitive, and so I may trim my entire mustache." 


§ Having mentioned Avitul the scribe, the Gemara records 
other statements of his: And Avitul the scribe said in the name 
of Rav Pappa: The Pharaoh who lived in the days of Moses" 
was a cubit tall, his beard was a cubit long, and his penis 
[parmashtako ]' was a cubit and a span, i.e., a cubit and the 
distance between the thumb and the little finger, in length, in 
order to fulfill what is stated: “And He sets up over it the 
lowest of men” (Daniel 4:14), which teaches that Pharaoh was 
extremely short and lowly. 


Avitul the scribe also said in the name of Rav Pappa: The 

Pharaoh who lived in the days of Moses was a sorcerer 

[amgushi],' as it is stated: “Behold, he goes out to the water” 
(Exodus 7:15). Pharaoh would regularly go out to the water in 

order to engage in witchcraft. 


§ The mishna taught: And these people may launder their 
clothes on the intermediate days of a Festival: One who comes 
from a country overseas. Rav Asi said that Rabbi Yohanan 
said: Anyone who has only one shirt is permitted to launder 
it on the intermediate days of a Festival." 


Rabbi Yirmeya raised an objection from what was taught in 
the mishna: And these people may launder their clothes on 
the intermediate days of a Festival: One who comes from a 
country overseas, and one who is released from a house of 
captivity, and one who comes out of prison, and one who had 
been ostracized and the Rabbis released him from his decree 
of ostracism, etc. It may be inferred: Those who are mentioned 
in the mishna, yes, they may launder their clothes during the 
intermediate days of the Festival, but one who has only one 
shirt may not launder it. 


Rabbi Ya’akov said to Rabbi Yirmeya: I will explain it to you. 
The mishna is referring to those cases where one is permitted 
to launder his clothes even if he has two changes of garments 
and they are dirty. Rabbi Yohanan speaks about one who has 
only one garment, and he rules that he may launder it in all 
circumstances. 


Rav Yitzhak bar Ya’akov bar Giyorei sent a message in the 
name of Rabbi Yohanan: With regard to linen garments," it 
is permitted to launder them during the intermediate days 
of the Festival because they are easily soiled." Rava raised an 
objection from what is taught in the mishna: Hand towels, the 
towels 


HALAKHA 


Cutting one’s mustache - now nyo: One may trim the mus- 
tache hairs above his upper lip during the intermediate days of 
the Festival, even in public (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 531:8, 
and in the comment of Rema). 


One who has one shirt - am% pon b wno ng: One who has 
only one garment may launder it in an ordinary manner dur- 
ing the intermediate days of a Festival, and he may even use 
different types of soap and launder it in public. However, he 
may launder only one garment at a time. One may wash other 
items, such as children’s clothes or diapers, if they are soiled, in 
larger quantities (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 534:1). 


Laundering linen garments — jAwS 13 Dm3: In accordance 
with Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion, one may launder linen gar- 
ments during the intermediate days of the Festival. However, 
the common practice is to refrain from doing so. This type of 
laundering falls into the category of activities that are cus- 
tomarily avoided, although they are technically permitted. 
Therefore, one may not openly state that such an activity is 
permitted. Some say that one may give such garments to a 
gentile to be laundered during the intermediate days (Hayyei 
Adam, citing Eliya Rabba and Perisha; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 534:2). 
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of barbers that are used to cover a person having a haircut, and 
body-drying towels may all be laundered on the intermediate days 
of a Festival. This statement implies that these garments, yes, they 
may be laundered, but other types of linen garments, no, they may 
not be laundered. 


Abaye said to him: This is not a contradiction: The mishna is 
referring to garments made even of other types of materials; linen 
garments, however, may be laundered even when they serve other 
purposes. Bar Hedya said: I myself saw the Sea of Tiberias,’ 
the Sea of Galilee, to which basins full of linen garments were 
brought out to be laundered during the intermediate days of 
a Festival. 


Abaye strongly objects to this: This report cannot be adduced 
as proof for the halakha, for who says to us that they did this 
in accordance with the will of the Sages? Perhaps they did it 
without the will of the Sages. 


MISHN hoe these are the documents that may 


be written on the intermediate days of a 
Festival:"" Documents of betrothal of wives," through which 
bridegrooms betroth their brides; bills of divorce;" receipts 
for the repayment of debts; wills [deyateiki];' deeds of gift; 
perozbolin,' documents through which lenders authorize the 
courts to collect their loans on their behalf, thereby preventing the 
Sabbatical year from canceling their debts; letters of valuation, 
which were drawn up by the court when they valuated property 
and transferred it to the lender; and letters of sustenance,’ which 
were drawn up when one accepted upon himself to maintain 
another, e.g., his step-daughter. 


These may be written during the intermediate days of a 
Festival - tyina panis byy The early authorities disagree as 
o why writing these documents during the intermediate days 
is permitted. Some say that each document is, to some degree, 
something that would cause a loss, as in each case delaying 
he writing of the document may cause financial loss or some 
other type of harm. 

Although this reason may not apply in some particular cases, 
he halakha nevertheless applies in every case without distinc- 
ion. The commentaries explain in detail what the loss is in each 
case (Rashi manuscript; Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel; Talmid 
Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; Meiri). Some say that the writing of 
he prohibited labor is only writing business documents, and 
none of these documents is directly related to business. For this 
reason they may be written during the intermediate days of a 
Festival (Rid; Ran). However, the Rambam explains that most of 
hese documents may be written because the public requires 
hem (see Ra‘avad). 


Documents of betrothal of wives - mwa wap: Although it is 
explained in the Talmud that this refers to financial documents, 
the conclusion indicates that it also applies to actual docu- 


Wills [deyateiki] - pret: From the Greek 51a81}Kn, diatèkè, 
meaning a will. The Sages expound upon it as though it were 
Aramaic: Da tehei lemeikam meaning: This will stand. 


Perozbul - Daina: Through this document one transfers all 
outstanding loans owed to him to the court, so that the court 
will collect them. This was instituted by Hillel to circumvent 
the cancellation of loans in the Sabbatical Year and to thereby 
prevent lenders from refusing to grant loans. 


ments of betrothal (Rashi manuscript; Rabbeinu Yehonatan 
of Lunel). 


Bills of divorce — 93: Rashi in the manuscript explains that 
this is referring to a case where one is setting out on a journey 
during the intermediate days and does not wish to leave his 
wife bound in the event that he does not return. Alternatively, 
it is referring to one who is on his deathbed and wants to 
prevent his wife from having to marry in a levirate marriage. 
Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom explains that by giving his wife 
a bill of divorce, a husband ends the fighting within his home, 
and therefore writing such a document is considered to be for 
the sake of the joy of the Festival. In the Jerusalem Talmud, it 
is asked why writing a divorce document is permitted. Since it 
causes pain, it should not be an appropriate activity for a time 
of joy. It is explained there that once one has made up his mind 
to divorce his wife, it is no longer considered to be painful for 
him to give her the document of divorce. 


Letters of sustenance — tita Mix: Some explain that such a 
document guaranteed that a widow would receive money for 
her basic needs from the property of her deceased husband 
(Jerusalem Talmud; Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). 


The origin of the word is Greek, although it is unclear exactly 
which word it was taken from. Some say that it was related to 
the word xpoBodn, probolé, meaning the presentation of a 
message to the court or to a public gathering. It can also refer 
to a loan. Some say that it is related to the Greek npooßoàń, 
prosbolè, which means application or the conclusion of a 
sale. However, the issue has not been conclusively resolved 
and there are also other opinions with regard to the word's 
origins. 
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Sea of Tiberias - mav 7 ma: 


Aerial view of the Sea of Tiberias, also known as the Sea of Galilee 


Writing during the intermediate days of a Festival - 7273 
wind bina: During the intermediate days of the Festival it 
is permitted to write documents of betrothal; documents of 
stipulation; bills of divorce; receipts for repayment of debt; 
wills; gift documents; perozbolin; letters of valuation; letters 
of sustenance, and some say this includes a document in 
which a man writes that he will support his step-daughter 
(Rema); documents of halitza; documents of refusal; docu- 
ments of arbitration; and decrees of the court. 

Some say that it is permitted to write a marriage 
document, and some say that it is prohibited (Rema). Some 
permit one to write down novel ideas he has about Torah, 
lest he forget them. Some permit the writing of greeting 
letters, based on the Jerusalem Talmud, and others prohibit 
it. In many places it is customary to be stringent (Rema). 

Some authorities say that writing is permitted, as long as 
it is not in the script used for writing Torah scrolls, because 
ordinary script is not considered to be the work of an expert. 
Those who write in an ordinary manner during the interme- 
diate days of the Festival do so based on this opinion. Some 
require that each letter be written in an unusual manner (Taz; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 545:5). 
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NOTES 

Documents of arbitration — ja "ow: Rashi, the Rid, and 
Ran explain that this means arbitration to resolve a dispute. 
In the Jerusalem Talmud it is explained that this document 
gives power of attorney to investigators to look into a dispute 
(a similar explanation appears in the Rashi manuscript, and 
in Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). Others explain 
that these documents contained each side's claims before 
the court (Riaz). 


Official correspondence of the authorities [rashut] - nias 
mv by: The early authorities disagree about the way this 
word should be vocalized and consequently also about its 
meaning. According to those who read the word rashut, 
hese were official documents sent to the ruling government 
(Rashi) or they contained calculations that were delivered 
o the government (Meiri). The geonim explain that it refers 
o a document in which the Nasi or the Exilarch appoints 
a judge for a certain community (see Rabbeinu Yehonatan 
of Lunel). However, others read this word reshut, based on 
he Jerusalem Talmud, where it is stated that this expression 
refers to letters of greetings. Some explain that it is permitted 
o write such letters because doing so does not require a 
great deal of precision, and is therefore considered a layman's 
activity (Rambam). 

Some explain that the halakha permitting letters of greet- 
ing specifically refers to a case in which one will not find 
a messenger with whom he can send the letter after the 
Festival, and therefore he will incur some degree of loss by 
not mailing such a letter at this time (Tosefot HaRosh). Others 
suggest that this type of correspondence will increase the joy 
of the Festival (Ritva). 


Betrothal, because he does not perform a mitzva - isd 
myn TYD xs: The later authorities mention that the Ram- 
bam, apparently, disagrees with this Gemara. He maintains 
that there is a mitzva to betroth a woman. Rabbi Shlomo ben 
HaYatom explains that there is no apparent contradiction, 
as this opinion in the Gemara holds that betrothal does not 
complete the mitzva, as marriage does. 


HALAKHA 

How much do you give — j5i2 Mx maa: When there is an 
arrangement between a man and a woman that they will 
marry, the man asks his future wife: How much money will 
you give to me as a dowry? She answers that it will be a par- 
ticular amount of money. He makes a similar statement to her. 
After the betrothal declaration has been made, this money is 
transferred through their statement, provided that the prop- 
erty belonged to them when they committed to it, and they 
do not need to perform any other method of transfer. There is 
no distinction between a first and second marriage (Shulhan 
Arukh, Even HaEzer 51:1, and in the comment of Rema). 


Betrothal during the intermediate days of a Festival — 
‘wid powy: One may not marry or perform levirate mar- 
riage during the intermediate days of a Festival. However, 
one may betroth a woman, though without a betrothal feast, 
during the intermediate days (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
546:1). 
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The list continues: Documents of the ritual through which the 
brother-in-law frees the yevama of her levirate bonds [halitza], 
thereby freeing her from the obligation to marry one of her 
deceased husband’s brothers; documents in which the court 
records the refusal of a girl upon reaching majority to remain 
married to the man to whom her mother or brothers married 
her as a minor after the death of her father; documents of 
arbitration," in which the court summarizes a conflict that had 
been resolved through arbitration; court rulings; and the official 
correspondence of the ruling authorities." 


@ E M A RA Shmuel said: It is permitted to betroth 

a woman on the intermediate days ofa 
Festival, lest another come and betroth her first. The Gemara 
asks: Let us say that the mishna supports Shmuel, who said: 


And these are the documents that may be drawn up on the 
intermediate days of a Festival: Documents of betrothal. 


What, is the mishna not referring to actual documents of 
betrothal, through which one would actually betroth a woman? 
The Gemara rejects this: No, the mishna is referring to docu- 
ments of stipulation recording the amounts that the parents 
agree to pay as the dowry of their respective son or daughter, in 
accordance with what Rav Giddel said that Rav said. 


For Rav Giddel said that Rav said: When two families negotiate 
the terms of marriage for their respective children, and one side 
says to the other: How much do you give" to your son as a 
dowry? And the second side says: I give such and such amount; 
how much do you give to your daughter? And the first side 
responds: Such and such amount, then, once the bride and 
groom arose and pronounced the betrothal formula, then 
all of these obligations are acquired and therefore binding. 
These are among the things that are acquired through words 
alone. In other words, there is no need to perform an additional 
act of acquisition in order to confirm the agreement, and the 
mishna is referring to a document recording such an agreement. 
Although such a document may be drawn up even on the inter- 
mediate days of a Festival, this does not mean that one may 
actually betroth a woman during this period. 


The Gemara asks: Let us say that the following mishna supports 
Shmuel: One may not marry a woman on the intermediate days 
of a Festival, neither a virgin nor a widow; nor may one then 
perform levirate marriage with his sister-in-law, if his brother 
died childless, because that would be a joyous occasion for him. 
This statement implies that it is only marrying that is prohibited, 
but betrothing is permitted. 


The Gemara rejects this argument: This is not the correct way 
to understand the mishna, as it is speaking in the style of: 
Needless to say. It is needless to say that betrothal is not permit- 
ted, because the groom does not perform a mitzva" through 
betrothal. Rather, the same is true even of marriage, through 
which one performs a mitzva, as marriage is preparation for 
fulfilling the mitzva of procreation. It is still not permitted. 


The Gemara offers another support for Shmuel: Come and hear 
that which a Sage of the school of Shmuel taught in the follow- 
ing baraita: One may betroth a woman on the intermediate days 
of a Festival," but he may not marry her, nor may he make a 
betrothal feast, nor may he perform levirate marriage, because 
that would be a joyous occasion for him, and one may not mix 
the joy of a wedding with the joy of the Festival. The Gemara 
concludes: Learn from this a support for Shmuel’s opinion. 
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The Gemara raises a question about the ruling itself: And 
did Shmuel actually say that we are concerned that perhaps 
another man will come and betroth the woman first? But 
didn’t Rav Yehuda say that Shmuel said: Every day a Divine 
Voice issues forth and says: The daughter of so-and-so is 
destined to be the wife of so-and-so; the field of so-and-so 
will belong to so-and-so?" If this is the case, why should one 
be concerned lest another betroth her first? It is predestined 
that he will marry his designated mate. 


Rather, Shmuel’s statement should be understood as follows: 
Perhaps another man will come and betroth her first by means 
of praying for divine mercy. In other words, Shmuel is con- 
cerned that the rival may beseech God to cancel the decree of 
the Divine Voice, and therefore the first man needs to hurry 
and betroth the woman before the other one has a chance to 
pray that he should take her from him. 


This is like this incident, in which Rava heard a certain man 
asking for mercy, i.e., praying, who said: Grant me so-and-so 
as a wife. Rava said to him: Do not pray and ask for mercy in 
this way. If she is fit for you, and it has been decreed that she 
will be your wife, she will not go away from you. And if she is 
not destined to be your wife, you will come to deny the Lord" 
when you see that your prayer is not answered. After the man 
married this woman, Rava heard him say in prayer: Please 
either let him die before her or let her die before him. He 
was speaking about himself and his wife because he had grown 
to hate her so much. Rava said to him: Did I not say to you 
not to pray for this matter? 


Rav said in the name of Rabbi Reuven ben Itzterobili’ as 
follows: From the Torah, and from the Prophets, and from 
the Writings;" it implies that the decree that a specific woman 
is destined to be married to a specific man is from God. From 
where is this derived? It is from the Torah, as it is written: 
“Then Laban and Bethuel answered and said: The thing 
comes from the Lord, we cannot speak to you either bad or 
good” (Genesis 24:50). From the Prophets, as it is written: 
“But his father and his mother knew not that it was of the 
Lord” (Judges 14:4). From the Writings, as it is written: 
“House and riches are the inheritance of fathers; but a 
prudent woman is from the Lord” (Proverbs 19:14). 


§ Apropos a teaching of Rabbi Reuven ben Itzterobili, the 
Gemara states that Rav said in the name of Rabbi Reuven ben 
Itzterobili, and some say that it was taught in a baraita that 
Rabbi Reuven ben Itzterobili said: A man is suspected of 
having done something wrong only ifhe has indeed done so. 
And if he did not do it wholly, then probably he did it partly. 
And if he did not do it even partly, then probably he thought 
in his heart to do it. And if he did not even think to himself 
to do it, then certainly he saw others doing it and was happy. 
Suspicions do not arbitrarily arise about a person; therefore is 
certainly some basis for them. 


Rabbi Yaakov raised an objection: Does the verse not say: 
“And the children of Israel fabricated matters that were not 
right against the Lord their God” (11 Kings 17:9), which indi- 
cates that it is possible to make up stories about someone else 
even though they are entirely baseless. The Gemara answers: 
There they did it in order to anger God, but they did not 
actually think that what they were saying was true. 


Rabbi Reuven ben Itzterobili - yahpyx 12 Jx: Rabbi 
Reuven ben Itzterobili was a tanna in the generation of Rabbi Akiva. 
It is told that he was able to intervene with the powerful people 
in Rome and cancel any decree made against Israel. Several state- 


PERSONALITIES 
ments are mentioned in his name in the Talmud and midrashic 
literature. His two sons were also Torah scholars and became stu- 
dents of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. The name Itzterobili appears to be 
from the Greek otpoBtXo«, strobilus, meaning round, spinning. 
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NOTES 
The field of so-and-so to so-and-so — niba nbs mw: 
According to the Ran, this statement is also connected to 
marriage, as it refers to property transferred to the groom 
hrough the dowry. 


You will come to deny the Lord — 7a m93: The com- 
mentary here follows Rashi’s version of the text, according 
o which, in this case, unanswered prayers lead one to 
heresy, while answered prayers do not actually benefit 
him. The Arukh explains the passage in a similar manner. 
However, others have a version of the text which reads: 
You will come to deny her, meaning that such a person 
will renounce this woman in the end. In other words, 
he will regret having married this woman and he will 
become disgusted with her (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of 
Paris; Ran). 


From the Torah and from the Prophets and from the 
Writings - DANII ya) DRAN pA TAT Ya: Some 
expound on this statement and note that these three 
verses refer to three different types of couples. The verse 
from the Torah describes the marriage of Isaac and 
Rebecca, which was a marriage between a righteous 
man and a righteous woman. The verse from the Proph- 
ets describes the marriage of Samson and his first wife, 
which was a marriage between a righteous man and a 
wicked woman. The verse from Writings speaks in general 
about a marriage between a wicked man and a righteous 
woman (Riaf; lyyun Ya'akov). 
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NOTES 


Warned his wife against seclusion with Moses - x»? 
nwan inwyd: This statement is based primarily on the 
similarity between the verse: “And they were jealous of 
Moses [vaykanu leMoshe]" (Psalms 10616), and the verse that 
describes what happens when a man becomes suspicious 
about his wife: “And the spirit of jealousy come upon him, 
and he be jealous of his wife [vekineh et ishto]” (Numbers 
5:14). 

Many explanations are offered for this somewhat surpris- 
ing statement. Some say that because Moses had a tent 
outside the camp, people were suspicious that the women 
who came there would be alone with him in a prohibited 
manner (Riaf). The author of the commentary HaKotev in 
the Fin Ya'akov explains that the Gemara is referring to the 
congregation of Korah, who warned their wives that Moses 
was power hungry. 


Did not arise again — 22977 nbr: Rashi in the manuscript 
has a different version of the talmudic text. He explains that 
when people other than the rumor’s subject actively deny 
and try to quiet it, it is considered a rumor that stops. 


Even in the Torah scroll of Ezra [sefer Ezra] - 9D box 
sey: This is Rashi’s version of the talmudic text, according to 
which this statement is referring to the Torah scroll written 
by Ezra. This scroll was central in that it was the Torah scroll 
hat was used to correct every other Torah scroll (Meiri). 

However, most authorities have a version of the Gemara 
hat reads: The Torah scroll of the courtyard [sefer azara]. This 
erm refers to the Torah scroll that was kept in the Temple 
courtyard. It was used by the High Priest when he read on 
Yom Kippur (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel; see Rashi manu- 
script). Others suggest that it was the king who read from 
his Torah scroll during the time of hakhel (Rabbi Shlomo 
ben HaYatom; Meiri). 


PERSONALITIES 


Abaye - 3%: Abaye was one of the most famous of the 
Babylonian amora’‘im. The disagreements between Abaye 
and his colleague Rava recorded in the Gemara are so essen- 
ial that the Gemara itself is referred to as the discussions 
of Abaye and Rava. Among those hundreds of discussions, 
he ruling follows Abaye in only six cases. 

Abaye was orphaned at the time of his birth and raised 
bsy his paternal uncle, Rabba. The nurse who raised him 
impressed upon him many life lessons, which he quotes in 
he Gemara in her name. There are a number of stories in 
he Gemara that illustrate his intelligence even as a child, 
including some in which Rabba tests him with questions. 
Abaye was chosen to head the academy in Pumbedita. 
He celebrated the study of Torah and would announce a 
holiday for the scholars whenever one of them completed 
a tractate. Growing up in his uncle’s home, he was aware 
of the difficulties of scholars who were without financial 
means. The Gemara in tractate Berakhot (35b) relates that 
he testified that many were successful following the path 
of Rabbi Yishmael, who instructed his students to plow, 
plant, and harvest in the appropriate time. Only very few 
were successful following the path of Rabbi Shimon bar 
Yohai, who taught that one should devote himself entirely 
to Torah and ignore worldly concerns. 
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Come and hear a challenge from a different source: The verse 
states: “And they were jealous of Moses in the camp, of Aaron 
the Lord’s holy one” (Psalms 106:16). Rav Shmuel bar Yitzhak 
said: This verse teaches that every man warned his wife against 
seclusion with Moses" because he was jealous. This implies that 
every man thought that his wife had secluded herself with Moses 
and sinned, although this was certainly not the case. This demon- 
strates that it is possible to suspect an absolutely innocent person. 
The Gemara answers: There they did it out of hatred for Moses. 
They did not actually suspect him of wrongdoing. Instead, their 
goal was to degrade him by leveling these false accusations against 
him. 


The Gemara raises another challenge, based on yet another source: 
Come and hear that which Rabbi Yosei said: May my portion 
in the future world be with one who is suspected of a certain 
wrongdoing but is innocent, as the pain that such a person experi- 
ences atones for his sins. This statement also appears to imply that 
it is possible to suspect an absolutely innocent person. And Rav 
Pappa said: They suspected me of a certain wrongdoing but I 
was not guilty. 


The Gemara answers: It is not difficult. This is referring to a 
rumor that stops, and therefore it is possible that it is groundless, 
whereas that is referring to a rumor that does not stop, and in 
that case there must be a factual basis for the suspicion. The 
Gemara asks: To be considered a rumor that does not stop, for 
how long must it persist? Abaye® said: My nurse told me: Local 
gossip lasts for a day and a half, and then it is deemed to be a 
rumor that does not stop. 


The Gemara comments: This applies only if the rumor did not 
stop in between, during the day and a half, but if it stopped in 
between then we have no problem with it, and it is not a persis- 
tent rumor. And if the rumor stopped in between, we said that it 
is considered baseless only if it stopped of its own accord and not 
out of fear, i.e., because the suspect is violent and therefore people 
are afraid to speak badly about him. But if the rumor stopped out 
of fear, then this dispensation does not apply, and it is still 
assumed that there must be some basis to the rumor. 


And we said that a rumor that stopped is assumed to be baseless 
only if it did not arise again." But ifit arose again, then this does 
not apply. And we said that a rumor that does not stop must be 
taken seriously only if the slandered person has no enemies. But 
if he has known enemies, then it can be assumed that it was the 
enemies who disseminated the rumor. 


MI SHN A One may not write bills of debt on the 


intermediate days of a Festival. But if 
the lender does not trust the borrower, and he is concerned that 
the borrower will later deny the loan, or if the scribe has nothing 
to eat, then he may write a bill of debt during the Festival week. 


One may not write Torah scrolls," phylacteries, or mezuzot 
on the intermediate days of a Festival, nor may one correct a 
single letter, even in the Torah scroll of Ezra," which was kept in 
the Temple and upon which all the Jewish communities 
relied. Rabbi Yehuda says: One may write phylacteries and 
mezuzot for himself on the intermediate days of a Festival if he 
needs them. 


Writing a Torah scroll — 1903 7273: It is prohibited to write or 
correct even one letter in a Torah scroll during the intermedi- 
ate days of a Festival. Some say this is prohibited even if it is 
needed for communal use during the Festival. The accepted 


HALAKHA 


custom is to permit writing in ordinary handwriting and to 
prohibit only the special scribal writing used for Torah scrolls 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 545:1, and in the comment 
of Rema). 
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And one may spin sky-blue wool! for his ritual fringes on 
his thigh,"® but not in the ordinary manner with a spindle, as 
this procedure must be performed in an altered manner on the 
intermediate days of a Festival. 


GE M ARA The Sages taught the following baraita: 


A person may write phylacteries’ and 
mezuzot for himself" and spin sky-blue wool for his fringes on 
his thigh. And for others he may do these things as a favor, 
but not for payment. This is the statement of Rabbi Meir. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: Ifhe initially made them for himself, he may 
employ artifice, sell his own and then go back and write new 
ones for himself. Rabbi Yosei says: He may write and sell them 
in his usual manner, in the amount that is enough to provide for 
his livelihood." 


BACKGROUND 


Sky-blue wool - nban: This was made with a special dye pro- 
duced from a species of snail. In talmudic times, this dye was 
already quite rare, and the means of preparing it, including 
the species of snail used, were eventually forgotten. In recent 
generations, efforts have been made to identify the snail and 
to resume use of the dye. A common identification today is 
the Murex trunculus. Others have suggested the common 
cuttlefish, Sepia officinalis, or the raft snail, Janthina janthina. 
The Torah requires wool that is dyed sky-blue for two pur- 
poses: It is used for ritual fringes; some of the four threads of 
each fringe must be dyed with this special blue dye, and they 
are wound around the other threads. However, the mitzva to 
wear fringes is not contingent on one of the threads being 
dyed, and today all ritual fringes are made without the dyed 
thread. In addition, in the priestly vestments, wool dyed this 


Raft snail 


color is used in all or part of the sash, the entire cloak, the 


ephod, and the breastplate. 


Murex 


Common cuttlefish 


Woman spinning wool with a spindle 


Methods of spinning — mw 9379: Spinning fibers of linen, 
cannabis, cotton, or wool in order to form strings was done 
with special utensils and complex spindles. Instead of a 
spindle, which is turned in order to wind the strings, it is also 
possible to use a stone. Without a spindle or stone, it is pos- 
sible to spin in a simpler way, without the use of any external 
utensil, by winding strings around one’s thigh. 


HALAKHA 


Making phylacteries and ritual fringes during a Festi- 
val — yina mys) pon mmy: One may write phylacteries 
and mezuzot for himself and spin strings on his thigh for ritual 
fringes. If his income is minimal or if he needs to make more 
money in order to cover the expenses of the Festival then he may 
write these items and sell enough of them to others so that he 
can earn a living. If he writes phylacteries in order to wear them 
during the intermediate days of the Festival then it is permitted 
for him to write them in any case (Rema), because the halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda and Rabbi 
Yosei (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 545:3). 


NOTES 
A person may write phylacteries — pyan Dt ani: Neverthe- 
less, one may not write a Torah scroll. This is because the mitzvot 
of fringes and phylacteries are completed when work on them is 
finished. However, the mitzva pertaining to a Torah scroll is not 
completed when it is written, as Torah scrolls are written in order 
to fulfill the mitzva of teaching Torah (Commentary on Rif). 


Write phylacteries...for himself - toxy...pypn...amtp: Many 
of the early authorities discuss a question not mentioned by the 
Gemara: Should one wear phylacteries during the intermediate 
days of a Festival? The dispute exists primarily between the early 
authorities, many of whom say that one may not wear phylacter- 
ies during the intermediate days because this period is consid- 
ered to be like a Festival, during which wearing phylacteries is 
prohibited (Rif; Rambam; Rashba). The Meiri states that this was 
the common custom in Spain. Others say that one is required to 
wear phylacteries during the intermediate days (Rash; Ritva; Sefer 
HaMeorot). The Meiri writes that this is the accepted custom in 
all of France. Some say that since there is a doubt with regard to 
this issue, it is preferable to wear phylacteries without reciting a 
blessing (see Ran; Meiri). This dispute remains unresolved, and 
the standard Ashkenazic custom is to wear phylacteries and 
recite the blessings over them (Rema). However, the Sephardic 
and Hasidic customs, and the custom in Eretz Yisrael, is to not 
wear phylacteries during this period. 

The simple explanation of the statements of the tanna’im in 
he baraita is in accordance with those who are of the opinion 
hat phylacteries should be worn during the intermediate days 
of a Festival, and this also seems to be the opinion stated in the 


Jerusalem Talmud (see Meiri). 


According to those who say that phylacteries should not be 
worn during the intermediate days of a Festival, this baraita is 
referring to one who is writing phylacteries for himself so that 
he will have them immediately after the Festival. Similarly, one 
who is selling phylacteries to others is doing this so that other 
people will have them when they are needed (Rif). 

Some explain that the question of whether or not phylacter- 
ies are worn on the intermediate days is the basis of the dispute 
in the mishna. Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Yehuda claim that one is 
required to wear phylacteries during the intermediate days of a 
Festival because they say, in accordance with an opinion that is 
rejected, that one is required to wear phylacteries on Shabbat 
and on Festivals as well. However, Rabbi Yosei holds that one 
may not wear phylacteries during the intermediate days of a 
Festival (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). 


Enough to provide for his livelihood — inos +13: The Ba'al 
Halakhot Gedolot explains that this expression refers to one who 
has nothing to eat. Many of the early authorities challenge this 
opinion, as if this were the case then certainly even Rabbi Meir 
would agree that it would be permitted. Consequently, they 
explain that the expression: Enough to provide for his livelihood, 
includes earning enough to cover expenses beyond one's most 
basic needs, such as the additional expenses of the Festival. With 
regard to the reason for this, some explain that once writing 
phylacteries is permitted, it is possible to expand this leniency 
and claim that one may write phylacteries in order to sell them 
(Rid). 
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NOTES 


Three days before a pilgrimage Festival - oip 023? mw 
ban: The reason for this is because the first three days of 
mourning are considered to be the most stringent in several 
ways, as will be explained later. Consequently, they are treated 
as a separate entity, e.g., with regard to wearing phylacteries 
according to many authorities (Ritva; see Sefat Emet). 


The decree of seven...the decree of thirty — ..nvaw nN 
oy Ma: They are referred to by the term decree "because 
all the halakhot of mourning are based on rabbinic decree 
(Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). 


Because they said — a% 1391: The Ritva questions this 
wording, which seems to introduce a new issue, but in fact 
only restates what is previously mentioned in the mishna. 
He explains that because all the halakhot of mourning are 
of rabbinic origin, it is the Sages who decide both what the 
halakhot of mourning are and how they are counted. Rabbi 
Shlomo ben HaYatom explains that the phrase: Because they 
said, introduces a quotation of a tradition that was transmit- 
ted by Moses from Sinai, and this quotation serves as the basis 
for the halakha in the mishna. 


Shabbat and Festivals — iv 0i naw: Several explanations 
are offered for the difference between Shabbat and Festivals. 
Some say that the difference between them is that one may 
not perform a public display of mourning on Shabbat; how- 
ever, mourning applies in private. For this reason, Shabbat 
counts as part of the mourning period. It has already been 
noted that this opinion fits with the opinion that there is no 
private mourning during a Festival (see Jerusalem Talmud, 
Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna; Rabbeinu Yehonatan 
of Lunel). 

n the Jerusalem Talmud it is explained that Shabbat does 
not interrupt the mourning because if it did then there would 
never be a seven-day period of mourning. Some of the early 
authorities (Ba‘al Halakhot Gedolot; She’iltot) make the fol- 
lowing distinction: One is required to have enjoyment from 
Shabbat, and therefore one may not engage in public displays 
of mourning during it. Yet one may still be slightly sad during 
Shabbat. On the other hand, one is commanded to be joyous 
during the Festival, and therefore the halakhot of mourning 
are nullified altogether. 


[0] 
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Rav ruled for Rav Hananel, and some say it was Rabba bar 
bar Hana who ruled for Rav Hananel: The halakhais that one 
may write and sell them in his usual manner, in the amount 
that is enough to provide for his livelihood. 


The mishna taught: And one may spin sky-blue wool for 
his ritual fringes on his thigh. The Sages taught a baraita: A 
person may spin sky-blue wool for his ritual fringes on his 
thigh, but not with a stone, which can be used to form a small 
spindle and ease the spinning process; this is the statement of 
Rabbi Fliezer. But the Rabbis say: One may spin the sky-blue 
wool even with a stone. Rabbi Yehuda said in the name of 
Rabbi Fliezer: It is permitted with a stone, but not with a 
spindle. And the Rabbis say: One may spin this wool with 
either a stone or a spindle. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said, and similarly Rabbi Hiyya 
bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: The halakha is that 
one may spin the sky-blue wool for fringes on the intermediate 
days of a Festival, both with a stone and with a spindle, owing 
to the importance of the mitzva of ritual fringes. And similarly 
the halakha is: One may write phylacteries and mezuzot on 
the intermediate days of a Festival in his usual manner and sell 


enough to provide for his livelihood. 
One who buries his deceased relative 


MI S HN three days before a pilgrimage Festi- 


val" has the decree of the seven-day period of mourning, i.e., 
the halakhot and prohibitions associated with that period, 
nullified for him by the Festival. He is not required to complete 
this seven-day mourning period after the Festival. If one buries 
his deceased relative eight days before a pilgrimage Festival, 
then the decree of thirty days is nullified for him. The restric- 
tions that ordinarily apply during this thirty-day mourning 
period no longer apply after the Festival." 


This is because the Sages said" a principle with regard to 
this issue: Shabbat counts as one of the days of mourning, 
although one may not mourn on it and it does not interrupt" 
the mourning period, which continues after Shabbat. The pil- 
grimage Festivals, on the other hand, interrupt the mourning 
period," so that if one began mourning before such a Festival, 
then the mourning period is canceled by the Festival. They do 
not, however, count." If one did not begin mourning before the 
Festival, or if his relative died during the Festival, then 
he is required to complete his mourning period afterward, as 
the days of the Festival do not count toward the requisite days 
of mourning. 


Rabbi Eliezer says: From the time that the Temple was 
destroyed, Shavuot is like Shabbat, because nowadays the days 
following Shavuot are not treated like Festival days. When the 
Temple stood, many of the Festival’s offerings that could not be 
sacrificed on Shavuot itself would be sacrificed during the six 
days following the Festival. Nowadays, however, when offerings 
are no longer sacrificed, Shavuot lasts for only one day in Eretz 
Yisrael, and therefore it is treated like Shabbat with regard to 
mourning: It counts as one of the days of mourning, but does 
not interrupt the period of mourning. 


HALAKHA 


Shabbat counts and it does not interrupt — 7») aby naw 
npo: Shabbat is counted as one of the days of mourning, 
although the restrictions of mourning do not apply during 
it. It does not interrupt the mourning period (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 400:1). 


Festivals interrupt, they do not count — j21 ppan oon 
poiy: If one began mourning before a Festival, the Festival 
interrupts his mourning, and he does not continue mourn- 


ing upon the conclusion of the Festival. However, if he did 
not begin observing mourning practices before the Festival, 
then the days of the Festival are not counted toward his 
mourning period, and he must observe the mourning in its 
entirety afterward. In the Diaspora, where two Festival days 
are observed, the last day of the Festival is counted as one 
of the seven days of mourning, so only six more days are 
observed after the Festival ends (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 
399:2). 
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Rabban Gamliel says: Even Rosh HaShana and Yom Kippur are 
considered like the pilgrimage Festivals, in that they interrupt the 
mourning period but are not counted toward the days of 
mourning." And the Rabbis say: The halakha is neither in accor- 
dance with the statement of Rabbi Eliezer nor in accordance 
with the statement of Rabban Gamliel. Rather, with regard to 
mourning, Shavuot is treated like the other pilgrimage Festivals, 
whereas Rosh HaShana and Yom Kippur are treated like 
Shabbat." 


G E M A RA With regard to the mishna’s statement that 


the seven- and thirty-day periods of 
mourning are nullified, Rav said: The decree, meaning the main 
prohibitions of the period, was nullified, but the days of mourning 
themselves were not entirely nullified." Instead, these periods of 
mourning remain to some degree. And so said Rav Huna: The 
decree was nullified, but the days of mourning themselves were 
not nullified. And Rav Sheshet said: Even the days of mourning 
were also nullified. 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason that the days themselves 
were not nullified? The Gemara explains: It is so that if one 
observed eight days of mourning before the Festival, so that the 
prohibition against hair cutting was nullified before the Festival, 
but for whatever reason he did not cut his hair on the eve of the 
Festival, he is prohibited from cutting his hair after the Festival 
until the end of the thirty-day period of mourning. In other words, 
the mourning period was not entirely nullified, and since he did 
not take advantage of the allowance to cut his hair before the 
Festival, he must observe the prohibitions applying during the 
thirty-day period of mourning after the Festival as well. 


But isn’t it taught’ in a baraita: In the case of one who buries his 
dead relative three days before a pilgrimage Festival, the decree 
of the seven-day period of mourning is nullified for him. If one 
buries his dead relative eight days before a Festival, the decree of 
thirty days is nullified for him, and therefore he may cut his hair 
on the eve of the Festival. If, however, he did not cut his hair on 
the eve of the Festival, he is prohibited from cutting his hair 
after the Festival’ until the end of the thirty-day period of 
mourning. 


Abba Shaul says: Even if he failed to cut his hair on the eve of the 
Festival, he is permitted to cut his hair after the Festival, for just 
as his observance of the mitzva of three days of mourning prior 
to the Festival cancels the decree of the seven-day period of 
mourning, and so if the deceased was buried three days before the 
Festival, the mourner is no longer required to continue this period 
of mourning after the Festival, so too, his observance of the mitzva 
of seven days of mourning before the Festival cancels the decree 
of the thirty-day period of mourning. 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


Rosh HaShana and Yom Kippur with regard to mourning - 
maya 93 D1 MPT WX: The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabban Gamliel that Rosh HaShana and Yom 
Kippur have the same status as other Festivals with regard to 
mourning (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 399:6). 


NOTES 

The opinions of the tanna'im in the mishna - wang niww 
mwaa: The Ramban explains that, according to Rabbi Eliezer, 
because Passover and Sukkot last for seven days, it interrupts 
the mourning and ends all of the mourning obligations. How- 
ever, this does not apply to a Festival that lasts for only one day, 
and after the Temple was destroyed Shavuot was celebrated for 
only one day. It is therefore treated like Shabbat. 

Alternatively, Rabban Gamliel says that the difference 
between Shabbat and Festivals with regard to mourning is 
related to the nature of the days and not to their length. Fes- 
ivals, which are days of joy, cancel mourning entirely, and 
herefore all Festivals are included in this group, even Shavuot. 
The Rabbis essentially agree with Rabbi Eliezer; however, they 
say that since the additional six days were added to make up 
he offerings of Shavuot, it therefore falls into the same category 
as other Festivals, especially since it is listed together with them 
in the Bible. However, this is not the case with regard to Rosh 
HaShana and Yom Kippur. 


The days were not nullified — boa x 02t: Some explain that, 
according to Rav, the harsh decrees of mourning are nullified. 
However, the days of mourning themselves are not nullified. 
Therefore, after the Festival one is required to make up the days 
on which he did not mourn by refraining from cutting his hair 
during that time (Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). 


But isn’t it taught - xanm: Most of the commentaries explain 
that the expression: But isn’t it taught, which normally intro- 
duces a challenge, introduces a support in this case. However, 
there is a dispute about the details of this support. Some say 
that it serves as proof for Rav Huna’s opinion, based on the 
first tanna, who makes an explicit statement in accordance 
with his opinion (Tosafot, see Yad David). Some say the expres- 
sion: But isn’t it taught, means here: Like the dispute between 
tanna‘im, and note that the dispute between Rav Huna and 
Rav Sheshet parallels an explicit tannaitic dispute (Rid; Talmid 


Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; Ritva). However, others claim that it is 
not possible to say that this dispute is like the dispute between 
tanna’‘im because the dispute between amora’im is about how 
to explain the mishna. It is not a dispute concerning the halakha 
itself (Tal Hayyim). 


There is another opinion, according to which the expression: 
But isn't it taught, is meant to introduce a challenge by Rav to 
Rav Huna’s opinion, based on Abba Shaul'’s statement, which 
is the accepted halakha. According to this explanation, it was 
not Abaye who said that the halakha is in accordance with the 


opinion of Abba Shaul with regard to the seventh day of mourn- 
ing, but Rav. This also explains Rav’s answer that the halakha is 
not in accordance with Abba Shaul with regard to every issue 
(Rabbeinu Hananel). 


He is prohibited from cutting his hair after the Festival — “vog 
ban x ribab: Some say that this serves as a sort of punish- 
ment. Because this mourner did not mind entering into the 
Festival while he was disheveled, the Festival no longer can- 
cels the restrictions that apply during his thirty-day period of 
mourning (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 
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HALAKHA 


The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Abba 
Shaul - Dixy KINI m: The halakha is in accordance 
with the opinion of Abba Shaul with regard to the seven- 
and thirty-day mourning periods, and it is in accordance 
with the Sages of Neharde’a, based on the principle that 
he halakha follows the lenient opinion with regard to 
mourning. Therefore, once those who have come to con- 
sole the mourner stand to leave on the seventh day, the 
prohibitions of the seven-day mourning period cease to 
apply. Similarly, the legal status of part of the day is like 
hat of an entire day with regard to the thirty-day period 
of mourning, and the restrictions of mourning cease at 
sunrise of the thirtieth day. The Rema writes, based on the 
Rosh, that in places where the consolers do not come on 
he seventh day, the restrictions of the seven-day period 
end one hour after the time of prayer (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 395:1). 


5 


Unspecified naziriteship — m1 ond: If one took an oath 
to become a nazirite without specifying for how long it 
would be in effect, he is required to act as a nazirite for 
thirty days (Rambam Sefer Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Nezirut 3:1). 


NOTES 


The Rabbis concede...with regard to the thirtieth day - 
myw 093...023 DTi: The reason for this is because 

the thirty- day period of mourning is considered to be a less 

serious type of mourning, and therefore the Rabbis are not 
stringent with regard to this issue. Instead ‚they agree that 
one may rely upon the principle that a portion of the day 

is considered to be like the entire day (Rabbeinu Yehonatan 

of Lunel; Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


From where do we derive the thirty-day period of 
mourning — ton oY mw: As is explained in a later pas- 
sage (20a), the seven-day period of mourning is derived 
from the Bible (Rashi manuscript). In addition, this deri- 
vation from a nazirite serves as the basis for the dispute 
between the Rabbis and Abba Shaul. In the case of a 
nazirite, the unique restrictions apply to him for thirty days, 
and he is permitted to cut his hair on the thirtieth day itself. 
However, the tanna‘im disagree as to why the halakhot of a 
nazirite should be compared to the halakhot of a mourner 
(Tosefot HaRosh; see Tosafot). 
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The Gemara asks: Why does Abba Shaul speak of the observance 

of seven days of mourning? But didn’t we learn in the mishna that 

it requires eight days? The Gemara explains: Abba Shaul main- 
tains that the legal status of part of the day is like that of an entire 

day, and therefore the seventh day counts as both the final day of 
the seven-day period of mourning and the first day of the thirty-day 

period of mourning. Rav Hisda said that Ravina bar Sheila said: 

The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Abba Shaul." 


And furthermore, even the Rabbis concede to Abba Shaul that 
when one’s eighth day of mourning occurs on a Shabbat, which 
is also the eve of a Festival, he is permitted to cut his hair on 
Friday, which is the seventh day. Since he is unavoidably prevented 
from cutting his hair on the eighth day, as it is prohibited for him 
to cut his hair on Shabbat, he may do so already on Friday, although 
it is only his seventh day of mourning. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion is that 
which Rav Amram said that Rav said: With regard to a mourner, 
once the comforters have stood up to leave his house on the 
seventh day of his mourning, he is immediately permitted to 
bathe? In accordance with whose opinion? In accordance with 
the opinion of Abba Shaul. He maintains that a part of the seventh 
day is treated as an entire day with regard to this issue. 


Abaye said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Abba Shaul with regard to the seventh day of mourning, and the 
Rabbis concede to Abba Shaul with regard to the thirtieth day," 
for with regard to the thirtieth day we certainly say that the legal 
status of part of the day is like that of an entire day, and so a 
mourner may already cut his hair on the morning of the thirtieth 
day. 


Rava said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Abba Shaul with regard to the thirtieth day of mourning, but 
the halakha is not in accordance with Abba Shaul with regard 
to the seventh day. And the Sages of Neharde’a say: The halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Abba Shaul with regard to 
both the seventh day and the thirtieth day, for Shmuel said: The 
halakha follows the statement of the more lenient authority in 
matters relating to mourning. 


Q The Gemara asks now about the thirty-day mourning period: 
From where do we derive the thirty-day period of mourning?" 
The Gemara answers: It is learned by way of a verbal analogy 
between one instance of the word pera and a different instance 
of the word pera stated with regard to a nazirite. Here, in the 
instructions given to Aaron not to mourn the deaths of his sons, 
it is written: “Let the hair of your heads not grow loose [tifra’u]” 
(Leviticus 10:6), which indicates that ordinary mourners are 
required to grow their hair long. And there, with regard to a 
nazirite, itis written: “He shall let the hair of his head grow long 
[pera]” (Numbers 6:5). Just as there, in the case of the nazirite, he 
must grow his hair for thirty days, so too, here a mourner must 
grow his hair for thirty days. 


The Gemara asks: And there, with regard to a nazirite, from where 
do we derive that he must grow his hair for thirty days? Nowhere 
is this explicitly stated with regard to a nazirite. The Gemara 
answers: Rav Mattana said: An unspecified naziriteship," when 
one takes a vow of naziriteship without specifying for how long, 
extends for thirty days. What is the reason for this? The verse 
states: “He shall be sacred, and he shall let the hair of his head 
grow” (Numbers 6:5), and “He shall be [ yihye],” which is written 
yod, heh, yod, heh, has a numerical value [ gimatriyya ]of thirty, as 
yod has a numerical value of ten and heh has a numerical value of 
five. This implies that an unspecified naziriteship extends for thirty 
days, and by way of the verbal analogy, this is applied to mourning 
as well. 
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Rav Huna, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: Everyone, including 
Abba Shaul, who says that part of a day is treated like a full day, 
agrees that when his third day of mourning occurs" on the 
eve of the Festival," the mourner is prohibited from bathing 
his body until the evening. In this case, the principle that the 
legal status of part of the day is like that of an entire day does 
not apply. Rather, one must observe three full days of mourn- 
ing. He must therefore wait until the evening and wash himself 
with cold water, or wait until the intermediate days of the 
Festival and bathe in hot water. 


Rav Nehemya, son of Rav Yehoshua, said: I once found Rav 
Pappi’ and Rav Pappa sitting together and saying: The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Huna, 
son of Rav Yehoshua. There are those who say a different 
version of this tradition: Rav Nehemya, son of Rav Yosef, 
said: I once found Rav Pappi, Rav Pappa, and Rav Huna, 
son of Yehoshua, sitting together and saying: Everyone 
concedes that when the third day of mourning occurs on 
the eve of a Festival, the mourner is prohibited from bathing 
his body until the evening." 


Abaye inquired of Rava: If one buried his dead relative on 
the Festival itself, does the Festival count toward his thirty- 
day period of mourning, or does the Festival not count 
toward his thirty-day period of mourning? Abaye elaborated 
on his question: I do not ask whether or not the Festival 
counts toward his seven-day period of mourning because the 
obligation to observe seven days of mourning does not apply 
at all during the Festival, and therefore he must certainly 
observe the seven-day mourning period, beginning from after 
the Festival. What I am asking is with regard to the thirty-day 
period of mourning, because certain aspects of the mitzva of 
the thirty-day mourning period do in fact apply during the 
Festival," e.g., the prohibitions to launder clothes and cut hair. 
What, then, is the halakha: Do the days of the Festival count 
toward the thirty days or not? 


Rava said to him: The Festival does not count toward the 
thirty days. Abaye raised an objection to Rava’s opinion from 
the following baraita: If one buries his dead relative two days 
before a Festival, he must count five days of mourning after 
the Festival, and during this period his work is performed for 
him by others." And his menservants and maidservants do 
this work in private inside his house, and the public need 
not occupy themselves with him by coming to console him, 


NOTES 


When his third day of mourning occurs — bw why oY Ynya: 
There are those who explain that this statement specifically refers 
to the third day (see Or Zarua and Ra'avya). However, most of the 
commentaries explain that the prohibition against bathing on the 
eve of the Festival before nightfall does not specifically apply to 
the third day. Rather, this halakha applies to any day during the 
seven-day period of mourning, with the exception of the seventh 
day. This day is mentioned only because the wording of the mishna 
is preserved (Ba'al Halakhot Gedolot). 


He is prohibited from bathing until the evening — 7¥*M12 vog 
awit tw: The halakhic authorities explain that bathing is specifi- 
cally prohibited until the evening. However, this is not the case 
with regard to laundering and cutting hair, which are permitted 
on account of the principle that the legal status of part of the day 
is like that of an entire day. The reason for this distinction is because 
the latter group of activities may not be performed during the 
Festival itself, whereas bathing may be performed in a certain way 
during the Festival (Ra’avad; Rosh). 


Certain aspects of the mitzva of the thirty-day mourning 


period do apply during the Festival — owhy Di NT XPT 
Osa: Some explain that this does not mean that the thirty-day 
period of mourning actually applies during the Festival. However, 
since it is prohibited to launder clothes and cut one's hair during 
the intermediate days of the Festival, it is as though the restrictions 
of the thirty-day period of mourning extended into the Festival 
itself (Rashi; Rabbeinu Hananel; Rid). 

However, there are others who hold that the thirty-day period 
of mourning actually applies during the Festival, and therefore a 
mourner may not wear ironed clothes during the Festival. Similarly, 
he must avoid joyous social gatherings. According to this opinion, 
because laundering and hair cutting are similarly prohibited dur- 
ing the Festival, observing these restrictions does not appear to 
be a public display of mourning (Ramban; Ran). 


His work is performed by others - oN * by myI ingx: 
Tosafot question the reasoning behind this leniency. The Ram- 
ban explains that because one is not permitted to perform work 
during the Festival, the Sages were not stringent and did not 
prohibit him from having his work performed by others after the 
Festival. 
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HALAKHA 


The third day occurs on the eve of the Festival - bn 
ban awa ww: If a Festival interrupts one’s seven- 
day mourning period, he may launder his clothes on 
the day preceding the Festival, though he may not 
wear laundered clothes until the Festival begins at 
night. However, he is prohibited from bathing until 
nightfall. Some permit him to bathe after the after- 
noon prayer, immediately before it becomes dark. The 
Rema writes that this is prohibited because the custom 
not to bathe during the thirty-day period applies, as 
he Festival does not cancel the thirty-day period of 
mourning. The same is true with regard to laundering 
in places where it is customary for a mourner to refrain 
rom laundering his clothes for thirty days. However, it 
isthe common practice to be lenient (Magen Avraham; 
Rema; Shakh; Taz on Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 399:5; 
Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 548.10). 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Pappi - °99 31: Rav Pappi was one of the fourth 
generation of amora’im in Babylonia and a primary 
student of Rava. There are cases of Rav Pappi discuss- 
ing halakhic issues with his colleagues, mainly with 
other students of Rava, such as Rav Huna, son of Rabbi 
Yehoshua, and Rav Pappa. It appears that Rav Pappi 
was connected to the house of the Exilarch, that there 
were warm relations between them, and that eventu- 
ally he joined the Exilarch’s court. 

Several members of the next generation of Sages 
and even his younger colleagues transmitted state- 
ments in his name, and the amora Rav Ashi is listed as 
one of his students. 
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NOTES 

It.. .is interrupted by the Festival - ippan bay: Some 
note that the expression: Is interrupted by the Festival, 
does not mean the same thing here as it does in most 
other places. Usually the phrase means that the Festi- 
val nullifies the rest of the mourning period. However, 
in this case the term means that the mourning is put 
on hold and is continued after the conclusion of the 
Festival (Rashi manuscript). 


Public's occupation with the mourner - 21 Dy: 
According to all opinions, this expression refers to 
people coming to console the mourner. With regard 
to the meal eaten after the burial, some say that it is 
eaten even during the intermediate days (Ritva; see 
Tosafot). However, according to the Jerusalem Talmud, 
this meal may not be eaten during the intermediate 
days of the Festival, or on Hanukah or Purim. 


What, is it not referring to the latter clause — »x72 
ND'DN wh: In other words, does it not refer to all of 
the halakhot stated in this baraita, including those 
mentioned it the latter clause? (Ritva). 


He buried his relative at the beginning of a pilgrim- 
age Festival - bon nyna i12: The Gemara is refer- 
ring only to the beginning of the Festival in order to 
present the most extreme case. Although an entire 
seven-day Festival passed since one relative died, he 
is still required to observe seven days of mourning 
(Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


He fulfilled the overturning of the bed — ma3 o»p 
mya: From the wording of this baraita, the Ra’avad 
learns that the matter is not connected to one's status 
as a mourner, but rather to his observance of even 
some of the halakhot of mourning, for the Gemara 
mentions only overturning the bed but not the rela- 
tive’s burial. This is also the opinion of most authorities. 
However, the Meiri states that the wording used is not 
conclusive. In his opinion, the Festival nullifies the 
mourning of one who has buried his relative, even 
if he had not yet observed the mourning customs. 


HALAKHA 


Someone whose relative died during the Festi- 
val -bna na b Maw "d: One whose close relative dies 
during the intermediate days of a Festival observes 
he halakhot of acute mourning before the burial, 
and afterward he privately observes the customs of 
mourning. In such a case, the Festival counts toward 
he thirty-day mourning period. The public comes 
o console him during the Festival, and he may per- 
orm any work if refraining from it would cause him 
o incur a loss, as is the case for anyone else during 
he intermediate days. Any work that does not fall 
into this category may be performed by his servants 
and maidservants in private (Rema). Once seven days 
have passed from the time of the burial, even though 
he has not completed his seven-day mourning period, 
his work may be performed by others in their houses. 
Consolation by others is only for the remainder of the 
seven days minus the days that he was mourning dur- 
ing the Festival. He practices the seven-day mourning 
period in an ordinary manner after the Festival. In the 
Diaspora, he includes the last day of the Festival as 
one of his seven days, although in practice he does 
not mourn on it, and therefore he observes only six 
days of mourning (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 399:2). 
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for they already occupied themselves with him when they 
came to console him during the Festival. The general principle 
with regard to the matter is as follows: Any activity that is pro- 
hibited to the mourner because it is an expression of mourning 
is interrupted by the Festival" and remains prohibited afterward. 
And anything that involves the public’s occupation with the 
mourner," e.g., coming to the mourner to offer him comfort and 
condolence, is not interrupted by the Festival, for people console 
the mourner during the Festival as well. 


If he buries his relative three days before the end of the Festival, 
the mourner must count seven days of mourning after the Festi- 
val because his mourning never began. On the first four days of 
his mourning, the public must occupy themselves with him 
and come to console him. On the three last days, however, the 
public need not occupy themselves with him, as they already 
occupied themselves with him during the Festival. That is to say, 
they certainly came to console him during the Festival, although 
the period of mourning did not actually begin until afterward. And 
the Festival counts for him toward the thirty-day mourning 
period. 


With regard to the statement of the baraita that the Festival counts 
toward the thirty-day period of mourning: What, is it not refer- 
ring to the latter clause" of that baraita, which speaks about a case 
where the burial was performed during the Festival itself? If this 
is the case, then a refutation of Rava’s opinion is stated explicitly, 
that the Festival counts toward the thirty-day mourning period, 
even if the deceased was buried on the Festival itself. Rava rejects 
this argument: No, it is referring to the first clause, which dis- 
cusses a case where the burial was performed before the Festival, 
and since rites of mourning were observed already before the 
Festival, the Festival is counted toward the thirty-day period of 
mourning. Therefore, it is not a refutation of Rava’s halakha. 


Abaye raised an objection to Rava’s opinion from another baraita, 
in which it was taught: A pilgrimage Festival counts toward 

the thirty-day period of mourning. How so? If one buried his 

dead relative at the beginning ofa pilgrimage Festival,’ he must 

count seven days of mourning after the Festival, and during this 

period his work is performed by others. And his menservants 

and maidservants perform this work in private inside his house, 
and the public need not occupy themselves with him and come 

to console him, for they already occupied themselves with him 

during the Festival. And the Festival counts for him. Here it 

is explicitly stated that the Festival counts toward the thirty- 
day period of mourning, even when the deceased was buried 

during the Festival itself. The Gemara concludes: This is indeed a 

conclusive refutation of Rava’s opinion. 


When Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that 
Rabbi Yohanan said: Even if one buried his dead relative during 
the Festival, the Festival counts toward his thirty-day period of 
mourning. And, similarly, Rabbi Elazar ruled for Rabbi Pedat, 
his son: Even if one buried his dead relative during the Festival 
it counts towards his thirty days." 


§ The Sages taught the following baraita: If one fulfilled the 
obligation of overturning the bed" for three days before the 
pilgrimage Festival, he is no longer required to overturn it 
after the Festival; this is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. But 
the Rabbis say: Even if one overturned his bed for only one day, 
or even for only one hour, he is not required to overturn it after 
the Festival. 
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Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon, said: This is the statement 
of Beit Shammai, and that is the statement of Beit Hillel. In 
other words, Rabbi Eliezer and the Rabbis disagreed about a 
matter that was the subject of an earlier dispute between Beit 
Shammai and Beit Hillel, for Beit Shammai say: Three days, and 
Beit Hillel say: Even one day. 


Rav Huna said that Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi 
Yohanan said, and some say a different version of this line of 
transmission: Rabbi Yohanan said to Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba 
and to Rav Huna: Even one day, even one hour. The Gemara 
cites Rava, who said: The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of the tanna of our mishna, who said three days. Based 
on this, we rule that the mourning rites are not canceled after the 
Festival unless they were observed for at least three days before 
the Festival.” 


Ravina happened to come to the city of Sura on the banks of the 
Euphrates River. Rav Haviva said to Ravina: What is the hala- 
kha with regard to this issue? He said to him: Even one day, and 
even one hour. 


§ It was related that Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba, Rabbi Ami, and 
Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha were once sitting in the pavilion 
of Rabbi Yitzhak ben Elazar and were conversing. A matter 
emerged from among them: From where is it derived that the 
rites of mourning are observed for seven days?" As it is written: 
“And I will turn your Festivals into mourning” (Amos 8:10). 
Just as a Festival lasts for seven days, so too mourning lasts 
for seven days. 


The Gemara asks: And say that perhaps mourning is like Shavuot, 
which is only one day. The Gemara rejects this argument: That 
derivation, from the one day of Shavuot, is required for what was 
stated by Reish Lakish, as Reish Lakish said in the name of 
Rabbi Yehuda Nesia: From where is it derived that mourning 
in the case of distant tidings, i.e., when one hears that one of 
his relatives died a long time ago, applies for only one day? As it 
is written: “And I will turn your Festivals into mourning,’ and 
we find with regard to Shavuot that one day is also called a 
Festival. 


The Sages taught the following baraita: In the case of recent 
tidings of a relative’s death, mourning applies for seven- and 
thirty-day periods. In the case of distant tidings, it applies only 
for one day. What are considered recent tidings and what are 
considered distant tidings? Recent tidings are news that arrives 
within thirty days of the person's death. Distant tidings are 
news that arrives after thirty days; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Akiva. And the Rabbis say: Both in the case of recent tidings 
and in the case of distant tidings, mourning applies for seven- 
and thirty-day periods." 


From where is it derived that the rites of mourning are 
observed for seven days - mya% myag? pa: The Jerusalem 
Talmud offers different sources for the seven-day mourning 
period, and the clearest of them is based on the verse that 
states that Joseph “made seven days of mourning for his father 
However, this proof is rejected by the J 
Talmud because halakha cannot be derived from events 
occurred before the giving of the Torah. Furthermore, Tosafot 
Joseph's mourning occurred before 
and therefore is not a valid source for current practice. Another 
hat which is stated before the flood: “And it came 
o pass after the seven days, that the waters of the flood were 


(Genesis 50:10). 


point out tha 


source is from 


NOTES 


for seven days. The verse says there: “Let her not, | pray, be as one 
dead” (Numbers 12:12), and therefore her case is compared to that 
of the dead. The Jerusalem Talmud there mentions the details 
of each of these proof texts and the difficulties with learning 
"from each one. 
erusalem 
hat And | will turn your Festivals into mourning — 0337 0397) 
bagh: The Ritva writes that Reish Lakish bases his exposition on 
the word " Festivals,” in plural. He maintains that this word must 
be referring to two Festivals: A seven-day Festival in the case of 
recent tidings and a one-day Festival in the case of distant tidings. 


In the Jerusalem Talmud, it is asked: Why can't this verse be used 


he burial, 


upon the earth” (Genesis 7:10). This is understood as a reference 
o either God's or Methuselah's time of mourning for the world 
hat would be destroyed. Similarly a proof is derived from a verse 
describing Miriam, who was afflicted with leprosy and confined 


to conclude that there is an eight-day mourning period from the 
festival of Sukkot, which is eight days long? The answer given 
there is that the Eighth Day of Assembly is a separate Festival, 
and therefore none of the Festivals are longer than seven days. 
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HALAKHA 


One who buries his dead before a Festival — ima 1aipt 
brb 399: When one buries a close relative before a Festival 
and begins observing mourning practices, even in private, 
and even for a short period of time, the remainder of his 
seven days of mourning are nullified by the Festival. In 
such a case, the days of the Festival also count toward the 
thirty-day period of mourning. 

However, if one did not observe any mourning prac- 
tices beforehand, whether intentionally or accidentally, 
the Festival does not nullify the mourning. Therefore, one 
must observe the mourning customs in private during 
the Festival, and comforters come to visit and console him 
in his home. Then he observes the seven-day period of 
mourning after the Festival. During those days, his work is 
performed by others, since he refrained from working dur- 
ing the Festival and was consoled. However, the Festival 
counts toward the thirty-day mourning period, because 
he observed the customs of this thirty-day period during 
the intermediate days of the Festival (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 399:1). 


Recent and distant tidings - npin ayaw nap Tyn: 
If one receives news that his relative has passed away 
within thirty days of the death, then he acts as if the day 
he heard this news were the day of the burial, even if this 
news arrives on the thirtieth day. Therefore, the mourner 
rends his clothes and observes the seven- and thirty-day 
periods of mourning. 

If one heard about the death after the thirtieth day, 
then he is required to observe mourning only for one hour, 
whether he heard this news during the day or at night, 
because of the principle that the legal status of part of a 
day is like that of a whole day. 

For one’s father or mother, mourning practices are 
observed even after the thirtieth day, and one may not 
cut his hair until others rebuke him for looking dishev- 
eled. If one receives news about his father’s or mother's 
death more than twelve months after it occurred, then 
he practices only one day of mourning (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 402:1). 
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BACKGROUND 


Bei Hozai — tim +3: This is the Aramaic name for the portion 
of the Persian kingdom near Shatt al Arab, the river formed 
by the confluence of the Euphrates and the Tigris. Bei Hozai is 
known today as Khuzestan, which is derived from the original 
name Hozai. This area was distant from the centers of Jewish 
life in Babylonia, and it took several months to make the trip. 
However, due to the strong business relations between Bei 
Hozai, Babylonia, and Eretz Yisrael, there was constant contact 
between these places. 


Khuzestan 


Ginzak — Piya: The Sages identify Ginzak as the biblical Gozan 
(see | Chronicles 5:26). However, the location of the city is 
unknown. Some explain that this is the ancient city Ganzak, 
which stood somewhere south of Lake Urmia. Others hold 
that it is south of the Caspian Sea, while still others maintain 
that it is in the vicinity of Nahrawan. It seems that this Jewish 
center was separate from the primary centers of Jewish life 
in Babylonia, though it was important enough that several 
Jewish leaders visited there. 
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Rabba bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Wher- 
ever you find an individual being lenient and the majority 
being stringent, the halakha is in accordance with the 
majority, except for this case, for even though Rabbi Akiva 
is lenient and the Rabbis are stringent, the halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Akiva. This is in 
keeping with the principle stated by Shmuel: The halakha 
follows the statement of the more lenient authority in 
matters relating to mourning. 


It was related that Rav Hanina received distant tidings of 
his father’s death from Bei Hozai.* He came before Rav 
Hisda to ask what he should do. Rav Hisda said to him: In the 
case of distant tidings, mourning applies for only one day. 
It was similarly related that Rav Natan bar Ami received 
a report about his mother’s death from Bei Hozai. He 
came before Rava, and Rava said to him: They said that 
in the case of distant tidings, mourning applies for only 
one day. 


Rav Natan raised an objection to Rava’s opinion based on 
what was taught in a baraita: In what case is this statement 
that mourning applies for only one day said? In the case of the 
other five close relatives, over whose death it is a mitzva to 
mourn, i.e., son, daughter, brother, sister, and spouse. But for 
one’s father or mother, one is required to mourn for seven 
and thirty days, even when the report of the parent’s death is 
received some time after the event. 


Rava said to him: This is an individual opinion," and we do 
not hold in accordance with his opinion, as it is taught in 
a baraita: There was an incident and the father of Rabbi 
Tzadok died in the city of Ginzak,* and they informed him 
of his father’s passing only after three years. He came and 
asked Elisha ben Avuya and the Elders with him what he 
should do. And Elisha ben Avuya said to him: Observe the 
rites of mourning for seven and thirty days. And when the 
son of Rabbi Ahiyya died in the Diaspora, and Rabbi Ahiyya 
was informed about his passing a long time afterward, he sat 
in mourning for seven and thirty days. Therefore, it is clear 
that this opinion was held only by a few individual Sages, but 
it was not generally accepted. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so, that this is Rabbi Ahiyya’s opin- 
ion? But Rav was the son of Rabbi Hiyya’s brother and also 
the son of Rabbi Hiyya’s sister, for Rav’s father, Aivu, was 
Rabbi Hiyya’s paternal half brother, and Rav’s mother was 
Rabbi Hiyya’s maternal half sister. When Rav went there, 
Eretz Yisrael, his uncle Rabbi Hiyya said to him: Is your 
father, Aivu, still alive? 


This is an individual opinion - x% XPM»: In other words, this 
is the opinion only of Elisha ben Avuya, as will be explained 
shortly. However, as noted by Tosafot, it seems that there are 
hat one is required to observe 
seven- and thirty-day periods of mourning in the case of dis- 
tant tidings. Therefore, this statement is referring only to the 
opinion in the baraita that accepts the distinction between 
recent and distant tidings. Elisha ben Avuya essentially agrees 
with Rabbi Akiva's opinion. However, he also presents a third 


other Sages who also hold 


NOTES 


and in this respect his is an individual opinion (see Ritva; see 
Sefat Emet, and Tal Hayyim). 

One can ask why this opinion is called individual when it was 
held by other Sages as well as Elisha ben Avuya. The answer is 
that, notwithstanding their numbers, they are referred to as 
an individual in opposition to the majority, which does not 
accept their opinion (Tosefot HaRosh; see Ya'avetz). This sup- 
ports the Rambam's opinion, according to which even when 
an individual opinion is mentioned in the Mishna, it does not 
mean that it was held by only one Sage. Rather, the individual 


opinion, according to which Rabbi Akiva’s opinion distinguishes 
between mourning a parent and mourning another relative, 


Sage represented the most important member from among the 
group of minority Sages who agree with him. 
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Not wishing to deliver unfortunate news, Rav said to him: Is my 
mother still alive?" In other words, why do you not ask me about 
my mother, who is your sister, whether she is still among the living? 
Rabbi Hiyya said to him: Is your mother still alive? Rav said to 
him: Is my father still alive? Rabbi Hiyya understood from Rav’s 
failure to provide him with straight answers that both his brother 
and his sister had passed away.” Rabbi Hiyya immediately said to 
his servant: Remove my shoes as a sign of mourning, and afterward 
carry my clothes behind me, as I am going to the bathhouse. 


The Gemara comments: Learn three halakhot from this" incident 
with Rabbi Hiyya. Learn from this that a mourner is prohibited 
from wearing shoes," and therefore Rabbi Hiyya removed his shoes 
upon hearing of the deaths of his brother and sister. And learn 
from this that in the case of distant tidings of a relative’s death, the 
mourning rites apply for only one day and no more. And learn 
from this that the legal status of part of the day is like that of an 
entire day, as immediately following the removal of his shoes, Rabbi 
Hiyya went to the bathhouse. 


In any case, Rabbi Hiyya observed only one day of mourning after 
receiving a belated report of his siblings’ passing, in contrast to 
Rabbi Ahiyya, who observed seven and thirty days. The Gemara’s 
question assumes that Rabbi Hiyya and Rabbi Ahiyya are the same 
person. The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, for Rabbi Hiyya 
is a discrete person and Rabbi Ahiyya is a discrete person; despite 
the similarity between their names, these are two different people.' 


§ Rabbi Yosei bar Avin said: If one received recent tidings of a 
relative’s death during a Festival, when it is prohibited to mourn, 
and after the Festival they became distant tidings, as after the 
Festival thirty days had already elapsed since the relative’s passing, 
the Festival counts for him toward the number of days that make 
it a belated report. And, consequently, after the Festival he 
observes only one day of mourning." Similarly, Rabbi Adda of 
Caesarea taught a baraita before Rabbi Yohanan: If one received 
recent tidings of a relative’s passing on Shabbat, and at the conclu- 
sion of Shabbat it became distant tidings, he observes only one 
day of mourning. 


NOTES 


He said to him, Is mother alive — na? xay ty) ‘vax: There 
are many different versions of this story, and there are different 
explanations of each version. Rabbeinu Hananel and other early 
authorities had a version that read: Is Father alive? He said to 
him: Abba is alive. He said to him: Is Mother alive? He said to 
him: Imma is alive. 

According to this version of the story, Rabbi Hiyya asked about 
he well-being of his own father and mother, i.e., Rabbi Abba bar 
Aha and his wife, who were Rav’s grandfather and grandmother. 
Rav responded that Rav’s father, Aivu, and his mother, who were 
he brother and sister of Rabbi Hiyya, were alive, and based on 
his Rabbi Hiyya understood that his own father and mother had 
died. Rabbeinu Hananel derives from here the halakha in a case 
of distant tidings with regard to one's parents. 

However, there is another version of the story that is more 
similar to the one in the Gemara, and most commentaries base 
their explanations on it. According to this version, Rabbi Hiyya 
asked about Rav’s father, Aivu, and his mother. Rav answered with 
two other questions: Is mother alive, and is father alive? Based on 
this, Rabbi Hiyya understood that his brother and sister had died 
(Rashi; Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel; Ran). 

Some explain, based on this version, that Rav's words con- 
stituted a statement rather than a question: My mother is alive, 


and: My father is alive, and Rabbi Hiyya understood, based on 
the fact that Rav did not answer him directly, that they were no 
longer alive. Rashi, who offers this explanation, questions it, as 
it is inconceivable that Rav would tell a lie. Rabbi Shlomo ben 
HaYatom explains that Rav was speaking through euphemism, 
as it is stated elsewhere that the righteous are considered alive 
even after their death. For this reason, he stated that they were 
alive. 


Learn three halakhot from this - nbn mga yaw: There are two 
other halakhot that can be learned from this story: One can fulfill 
his obligation to mourn over several deceased relatives at one 
time (Rabbi Yitzhak ibn Giat), and one may rely on the testimony 
of an individual relative with regard to mourning (Ramban). The 
Ritva writes that these halakhot are not mentioned in the Talmud 
because they were considered to be obvious. 


A mourner is prohibited from wearing shoes - nya nox bax 
bnon: This halakha, as it applies to a mourner, is certainly not 
novel, and therefore some explain that this statement indicates 
that one who is mourning over distant tidings is prohibited from 
wearing shoes. According to the Ramban, it means that one 
can fulfill his obligation to mourn with even a small act, e.g., 
removing his shoes. 
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Rabbi Hiyya and Rav - 311K» 27: This diagram shows 

the relationship between Rabbi Hiyya and Rav. Rabbi 

Abba married his first wife and had a son named Hana, 
the father of Rabba bar Hana. He also had three other 
sons, Sheila, Marta, and Aivu. Aivu was Rav’s father. After- 
ward, Rabbi Abba married his second wife, who brought 
with her a daughter called Ima, from a previous marriage. 
Rabbi Abba and the second wife had a son named Hiyya. 
Later, Aivu, Rabbi Hiyya’s half brother, married his step- 
sister, the daughter of Rabbi Hiyya's mother, and their 
son was named Rav. Therefore, Rav was the son of Rabbi 

Hiyya’s brother as well as the son of his sister. 


Rabbi Aha of Kafri 
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Family tree of Rabbi Hiyya and Rav 


HALAKHA 

Distant tidings on Shabbat and Festivals - nymaw 
Yia nawa npin: If one hears on Shabbat or a Festival 
that a close relative has passed away, and by the end 
of that day the news will become a distant tiding, then 
news of the passing is already considered to be a distant 
tiding when it is received. Consequently, the mourner 
observes mourning practices in private on Shabbat or 
the Festival itself. On the following day, he observes only 
a single day of public mourning (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 402:5). 


LANGUAGE 

Hiyya, Ahiyya - mmx x»: The name Hiyya, like the 
names of many other tanna‘im and amora'im, is Aramaic. 
However, there were many common Hebrew names that 
had an Aramaic version or a shortened form, while the 
person’s actual Hebrew name was rarely used. The name 
Yosei, which is referred to in the Jerusalem Talmud as Yosa 
either with an alef or a heh at the end, is a shortened 
form of the Hebrew name Yosef. In addition, some say 
that the name Ezra is actually an Aramaic nickname for 
the Hebrew name Azariya. The same applies for many 
different names. Consequently, the Gemara thought that 
the name Hiyya was an Aramaic version of the name 
Ahiyya, which is both phonetically similar and has a 
similar meaning to the name Hiyya. 
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HALAKHA 

Rending garments over distant tidings - ayia by my Pp 
PIN: One is not required to rend his clothes upon hearing 
distant tidings for other relatives. However, one is always 
required to rend his clothes upon hearing about the death 
of a parent or a great person with whom he discussed hala- 
kha (Shakh). This ruling is in accordance with the opinions 
of Rabbi Mani and Rabbi Zeira (Shu/han Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
402:4). 


One did not have his own garment - pon b PNW: One 
who does not have a garment when he hears that his close 
relative has died may rend his clothes later if he happens to 
acquire a garment during the seven-day period of mourning. 
However, after hearing about the death of one of his parents, 
he is required to rend his garment at any time afterward, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Zeira (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 340:18). 
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§ The Gemara asks: Upon receiving a belated report of a close rela- 
tive’s passing, does one rend his garment or does he not rend it?" 
Rabbi Manisaid: He does not rend it, whereas Rabbi Hanina said: 
He does rend it." Rabbi Mani said to Rabbi Hanina: Granted, 
it makes sense that according to my position this is consistent, as 
I say that he does not rend his garment, and this is because there 
is no seven-day period of mourning. But according to you, who 
says that he does rend his garment, is there rending without a 
seven-day period of mourning afterward?" 


The Gemara asks: Is there not? But isn’t it taught in a baraita 
reported by Isi, father of Rabbi Zeira, and some say it was taught 
by the brother of Rabbi Zeira before Rabbi Zeira:’ If at first one 
did not have his own garment" to rend," and he acquired one 
during the seven-day period of mourning, he should rend it then. 
But if he acquired it only after the seven-day period of mourning, 
he does not rend it. 


Rabbi Zeira explained the baraita after him, filling in a missing 
element: In what case is this statement that one does not rend his 
garment after the seven-day period of mourning said? In the case 
of the other five close relatives over whose death it is a mitzva 
to mourn, i.e., son, daughter, brother, sister, and spouse. But for 
one’s father or mother, one continues to be obligated to rend his 
garment if he receives the garment after the seven-day mourning 
period as well. This apparently contradicts Rabbi Mani’s statement 
that there is no rending without seven days of mourning. 


The Gemara answers: When that baraita is taught, it is referring to 
a symbolic act meant to honor his father or mother." It is for one’s 
father or mother that he must rend his garment, even if it becomes 
available only after the seven-day period of mourning. Essentially, 
however, the obligation to rend one’s garments applies only when 
it is followed by a seven-day period of mourning. 


NOTES 


Does one rend it or does he not rend it - YP YN iK YIP: 
Most authorities explain that the question applies to any type 
of distant tidings (Rif; Ramban; Rosh; Ritva). However, others 
explain that this applies only to one who received these tid- 
ings on a day when he is prohibited from mourning, and they 
became distant tidings afterward (Tosafot; Talmid Rabbeinu 
Yehiel of Paris; see Tosefot HaRosh). 


Rending without a seven-day period of mourning - ay? 
myaw xa: There is a halakha that one is required to rend his 
clothes at the death of his teacher or the Nasi of the Sanhed- 
rin, despite the fact that this is not followed by seven days of 
mourning. Still, the question here is referring specifically to 
mourning over family members (Tosefot HaRosh; Ritva). 


One did not have his own garment - pon b pw m: Tosafot 


Rabbi Zeira — x% 137; Born in Babylonia, Rabbi Zeira, known 
in the Jerusalem Talmud as Rabbi Ze’eira, became one of the 
great third-generation amora’im in Eretz Yisrael. His father was 
a tax collector for the Persian government and was praised as 
one of the few who filled that position properly. 

When Rabbi Zeira emigrated to Eretz Yisrael, he wanted to 
immerse himself completely in the Torah of Eretz Yisrael. The 
Gemara relates that he observed one hundred fasts in order to 
forget the Torah that he had studied in Babylonia. 

Rabbi Zeira was famous for his sharp intellect and was the 
author of incisive halakhot. He was also known as an extremely 
God-fearing man and the Gemara records several stories related 
to his distinction in that area. He did not even want to be 
ordained with the title Rabbi, due to his modesty. He relented 
only after he was told that with ordination comes atonement 
for his sins. 

The Gemara relates that he observed one hundred additional 


PERSONALITIES 


explain that this person was wearing a borrowed garment, 
which he cannot rend (see Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 
Some explain that this refers to a case where one was wearing 
an outer garment, which is not torn (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of 
Lunel). The Ramban explain that this refers either to one who 
was half naked or to one who was wearing a garment that 
was already torn. 


a 


To honor his father or mother - jax) va% nian): Some say 
that this means that since the mourning over one’s father and 
mother is more serious, one is required to rend his garments 
even after the seven-day mourning period, as long as it is still 
within thirty days of the burial (Ra’avad). Others explain that 
after seven days, rending is no longer obligatory but only a mark 
of respect. Therefore, it does not apply to the case of distant tid- 
ings (Commentary on Moed Katan; Ramban; Sefer HaMeorot). 


fasts so that the fire of Gehenna would not harm him, and he 
would periodically check whether the fasts worked by entering 
a fiery furnace. On one occasion, his legs were scorched, and 
from then on he was called: The little man with the scorched 
legs. 

He was a contemporary of Rav Hisda, Rav Sheshet, and 
Rabba in Babylonia and one of the disciples of Rabbi Yohanan 
in Eretz Yisrael, and he engaged in extensive halakhic discourse 
with them. Apparently, he was a flax merchant in Eretz Yisrael, 
and it is conceivable that he had occasion in the course of his 
business to return to Babylonia several times. 

The text of the beginning of the eulogy for Rabbi Zeira is 
preserved in the Talmud: The land of Shinar, Babylonia, con- 
ceived and gave birth; the land of splendor, Eretz Yisrael, raised 
her plaything. Woe unto her, said Reket, Tiberias, for she has 
lost her beloved vessel. 

He had a son, Rabbi Ahava, who was also an amora. 
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§ The Sages taught: With regard to all of the relatives mentioned 
in the Torah in the passage referring to priests," for which a priest 
becomes impure, a mourner must mourn for them. And they are: 
His wife, his father, and his mother, his brother and his unmarried 
sister from the same father, his son, and his daughter." The Sages 
added other relatives to this list: His maternal brother and his 
unmarried sister from the same mother, and his married sister, 
whether from the same father or from the same mother. One 
mourns for these relatives, although a priest would not become 
impure for them. 


Just as one mourns for them, so too he mourns for their relatives’ 
relatives, who are his second-degree relatives." That is to say, just 
as one is required to mourn over his close relatives, so too he is 
required to mourn over his relatives’ close relatives, which are 
known as second-degree relatives. For example, if his father’s father, 
his son’s son, his brother’s son, or the like passed away, he must join 
his relatives in their mourning; this is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. 
Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: He mourns only over his son’s 
son and his father’s father, but not over the other relatives of his 
relatives. And the Rabbis say: Any relative over whom one would 
mourn if that person died, one mourns with him when he is in 
mourning. 


The Gemara asks: The statement of the Rabbis is identical to the 
statement of the first tanna, Rabbi Akiva. What does their state- 
ment add? The Gemara answers: The practical difference between 
them is with regard to whether one mourn with him only in the 
same house. According to the Rabbis, one is required to mourn 
with his relative only while he is with him in the same house, 
whereas according to Rabbi Akiva, he is required to observe mourn- 
ing even when he is not with him. This is like what Rav said to his 
son, Hiyya, and it is similarly like what Rav Huna said to his son 
Rabba, when the latter’s wife was in mourning: In her presence 
practice’ mourning, but out of her presence do not practice 
mourning. 


It is related that the son of Mar Ukva’s father-in-law, i.e., Mar Ukva’s 
brother-in-law, died, and Mar Ukva thought to sit in mourning 
over him for the seven- and thirty-day periods of mourning. Rav 
Huna went into his house, found him observing the rites of 
mourning, and said to him: Do you desire to eat mourners’ food 
[tzudaniyyata]?' The Sages said that one should observe mourning 
in honor of his wife only when she is in mourning over the death 
of his father-in-law or his mother-in-law. 


HALAKHA 


Over whom does one mourn — pyaxna ” by: Oneis required 
to mourn over all relatives for which a priest becomes ritually 
impure, including one's father, mother, son, daughter, paternal 
brother, unmarried paternal sister, and wife. The Sages added 
that one should also mourn over his maternal brother and 
his sister, whether she is married or unmarried and whether 
they share the same father or mother. Just as a man mourns 
for his wife, so a woman is required to mourn for her husband 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 374:4). 


Any relative over whom one would mourn, one mourns 
with him - iny Dagma why Saxnaw bp: One is required to 
mourn with any family member over whom he would mourn 
if they were to die. This applies when they are in his pres- 
ence. However, outside of their presence one is not required 
to observe mourning practices, in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis. 

Although a man is required to mourn for his wife, he mourns 
with her only over the death of her father or mother. Similarly, 


she is required to mourn with him only when one of his parents 
dies, but not when he loses another close family member. 

The Rema writes that nowadays the custom is to be lenient 
with regard to this type of mourning, and one does not 
observe mourning practices for second-degree relatives (see 
Tur, citing Ramban and Rosh). This has become the common 
practice, and one who is stringent with regard to this issue is 
considered to be acting in a peculiar manner. 

It is generally accepted that one practices certain customs 
of mourning during the first week after the death of a relative 
who is not one of those for whom one is required to mourn 
formally. This includes all those whose family relationship 
would prohibit giving joint testimony. In such circumstances, 
one does not bathe or change clothes, and in some places 
other customs of mourning are observed as well. This applies 
specifically to recent tidings. 

One who wishes may act stringently and mourn formally for 
a person for whom he is not required to mourn or wear black 
clothes for him (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 374:6). 


NOTES 


All those mentioned in the passage of priests — Wax bs 
DI NWA: It is stated in the passage: “Except for his ‘close 
relatives, for his mother, and for his father, and for his son, and 
for his daughter, and for his brother; and for his virgin sister, 
that is near unto him, that has had no husband, for her he may 
make himself impure” (Leviticus 21:2-3). The Sages understand 
that the brother mentioned in the verse is referring to the 
priest's paternal brother, who inherits from him, and not to a 
maternal brother. With regard to his wife, the Sages derive the 
requirement to become impure for her from the expression: 
“Except for his close relatives.” 
However, many of the early authorities had a version of 
the Gemara text that did not include his wife in the list of 
permitted relatives. Some explain that the reason for this is 
because certain distinctions are made depending on the 
status of his wife, e.g., whether he was betrothed to her or 
married and whether she was permitted to marry a priest 
or not. Similarly, with regard to mourning over her relatives, 
she is not listed with the others (see Ritva). According to the 
Rambam, one’s wife is considered one of his close family 
members by rabbinic decree. 


Their second-degree relatives — ony ow: Some say that 
the second-degree relatives mentioned are the generations 
above and below, such as a father’s father or a son’s son (Jose- 
fot HaRosh). Others hold that this category applies only to 
relatives with whom one has a blood relationship, but not to 
those to whom he is related through marriage, whether his 
marriage or his relatives’ marriage. Alternatively, this halakha 
applies only to relatives on his father’s side, to whom the 
halakhot of inheritance apply (see Ramban). 


One mourns with him — iny baxnn: The reason for this is 
due to their relationship and the desire to maintain peace 
within the home (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). Based on 
his, the early authorities write that if a one’s relatives are not 
concerned whether he mourns with them or not, they may 
orgo this honor. The common practice nowadays is to assume 
hat everyone forgoes this honor, and no one observes these 
customs. 


In her presence practice — 3172 MBNA: This does not mean 
hat he is required to observe customs of mourning only 
when she is looking, for acting in this manner would make 
he issue seem trivial. Instead, this means that he is required 
o observe the mourning customs only when he is actually 
with her (Ramban; Ritva). 


LANGUAGE 

Mourners’ food [tzudaniyyata] — xnt1¥: Many different 
versions of this word exist, and many different sources are 
used in order to offer an explanation for it. The version of 
the word in the Gemara appears to be related to the word 
tzeida, meaning provisions. In this context, the word means 
food prepared for a specific purpose, such as tzeida laderekh, 
provisions for a journey. 


:247P15: MOED KATAN: PEREK III-20B 139 


This file may not 


BACKGROUND 

To paint [kohelet] her eyelids - nbniz nvm: The Hebrew 
term refers to kohl, a dark blue or black color that is 
extracted from the sulfide mineral stibnite, Sb,S3, some- 
times referred to as antimonite. In antiquity, the crystals 
of the mineral were ground up and used by women for 
painting their eyelashes, eyebrows, and eyelids, thereby 
accenting their eyes and giving the impression that their 
eyes were larger than they actually were. Kohl was also 
used for healing the eyes. 


Stibnite crystal 


Ancient Egyptian kohl tube 


Ancient kohl applicator 


LANGUAGE 


Rouge [pokeset] — nppis: From the Greek püxoç, fukos, 
meaning the color red. See also LANGUAGE, p. 53. 


140 MOED KATAN: PEREK III: 20B: :397% p9 


ivy - inin ix wan naw on KANT 
nbnis nim inv nig ais Nw 
may amin inva mat why. nopia nay 
- apia iK TIN NW KT 13) mbas 
MDP nin) nbnis nie MW AX 

N iay magn Apen T3 rby 


KUT IVY TAXY 9 DY ax TPX KAN 
ninh) monia nia inves ny ma 
pian me D natin OX NOK pis 
VNPT NÐ b NYTV men b nye 

PTN MPP 


ANAM wana - prea FIA prow wh KYY 
nn NA AYA POW IDIN INVI- N3 
won xox - INWY tia3> nx xb 237 

taba inion 


Ay yyp ANE 12 Y Wav WX 
WMT DDN MINI YIP- TA NIY 
mya YI BP - YIP 


TNYT my wr wre 21709 vor 
DY yp) six op” D07 aban 
siyn 


be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


As it is taught in a baraita: One whose father-in-law or 
mother-in-law died may not force his wife to paint [kohelet] 
her eyelids® or put rouge [pokeset]' on her face while she 
is in mourning. Rather, he should overturn his bed, and 
observe the rites of mourning with her. And similarly, when 
her father-in-law or mother-in-law dies, she may not paint 
her eyelids or put rouge on her face. Rather, she should 
overturn her bed and practice the rites of mourning with him. 


And it was taught in another baraita: Even though the Sages 

said that a husband may not force his wife to paint her eyelids 

or put rouge on her face when she is in mourning, i.e., that she 

may not treat her mourning lightly, actually, they said that she 

may pour his cup" of wine, make his bed, and wash his face, 
hands, and feet," as these activities are expressions of affection 

between husband and wife rather than unnecessary adornment 
or a belittlement of the mourning. These two baraitot contra- 
dict each other: The first baraita indicates that the husband 

must practice the rites of mourning together with his wife, 
whereas the second one bars him only from forcing her to treat 

her own mourning lightly. 


Rather, must one not conclude from this as follows: Here, 
where one is required to observe the halakhot of mourning 
together with his wife, the baraita is referring to the death 
of his father-in-law or mother-in-law. There, where one is 
not required to mourn, the baraita is referring to the death of 
his wife's other relatives for whom she is required to mourn. 
The Gemara summarizes: Conclude from this that this is the 
case. This is also taught in a baraita: The Sages said that one is 
required to observe the rites of mourning in honor of his wife 
only when she is in mourning over his father-in-law or his 
mother-in-law. 


It was further related that the son of Ameimar’s son died, and 
Ameimar rent his garment over him. His son came before him, 
and he rent his garments again in the presence of his son," as 
an expression of empathy with the his son’s pain and grief. Later, 
he remembered that when he rent his garments in his son’s 
presence he rent them while sitting, and therefore he stood 
up and rent his garment again while standing. 


With regard to this issue, the Gemara reports that Rav Ashi 
said to Ameimar: From where do we derive that rending must 
be done while standing? He responded: As it is written about 
the deaths of Job’s sons: “Then Job arose, and rent his coat” 


(Job 1:20). 


NOTES 


She may pour his cup, etc. — 131 DID nx b nyin: This list 
includes tasks that were customarily performed by a wife for 
her husband. Although all of these actions increase affection 
between the couple, and therefore a woman may not perform 
them when she is impure due to menstruation, the Sages did not 
prohibit them when she is in mourning (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel 
of Paris, based on tractate Ketubot). 

There are several explanations as to how the act of the wife 
pouring wine for her husband shows that he does not observe 
mourning practices with his wife. Some say that based on the 
statement that she may make his bed, it is implied that he is not 
required to overturn it (Rashi). Alternatively, this is derived by 


One's wife in mourning - max paa wx ney: When the 
close relative of a married woman dies, she is not permitted 
to wear makeup, and her husband cannot force her to do so. 


However, she may make his bed and pour him a cup of wine, 


HALAKHA 


the fact that such a requirement is not stated explicitly (Ra’avad). 
Others suggest that since she may wash his face, with hot water 
according to some, he is clearly not observing the practices of 
mourning (see Commentary on Moed Katan and Sefat Emet). 


His son came and he rent his garments in the presence of his 
son — PONS YIP, KIN: Some explain that Ameimar forgot 
and rent his garments while sitting, and his son did not wish to 
tell him that he had acted incorrectly, out of respect for his father. 
Instead, he rent his garment while standing, and then Ameimar 
realized that he had rent his garment incorrectly (Talmid Rabbeinu 
Yehiel of Paris; see Tosefot HaRosh and Tosafot). 


or any other similar act. A married woman is permitted to 
wear makeup after the seven-day mourning period, so that 
she will not appear ugly to her husband (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 381:6). 
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Rav Ashi challenged him: However, if that is so, one should be 
required to stand while performing the ritual through which the 
brother-in-law frees the yevama of her levirate bonds [halitza], 
as the verse states: “And if he stands and he says: I do not wish 
to take her” (Deuteronomy 25:8). Here must he also stand for 
the ceremony? But isn’t it taught in a baraita that halitza may 
be performed whether the man is sitting," or standing," or 
reclining? 


He said to him: There, in the case of halitza, it is not written: 
And he will stand" and he will say, which would imply an obliga- 
tion to stand; whereas here, in the case of rending, it is written: 
“Then Job arose, and rent his coat” (Job 1:20). 


Rami bar Hama said: From where is it derived that rending 
must be performed while standing?" As it is stated: “Then Job 
arose, and tore his coat” (Job 1:20). The Gemara asks: Perhaps 
he did something extra beyond what is required, and actually 
there is no obligation to stand; as, if you do not say that he did 
more than what was required of him, then how do you explain the 
continuation of the verse: “And he shaved his head” (Job 1:20)? 
Is every mourner required to act in this manner also and shave 
his head? 


The Gemara concludes: Rather, this source must be rejected, and 
instead the halakha is derived from here, the verse that describes 
David’s mourning over his son: “Then the king arose, and rent 
his garments” (11 Samuel 13:31). The Gemara asks: But perhaps 
he too did something extra beyond what is required, and he was 
not actually obligated to stand; as, if you do not say that he did 
more than what was required of him, then how do you explain the 
continuation of the verse: “And he lay on the earth” (11 Samuel 
13:31)? Is every mourner required to act in this manner also? 


But isn’t it taught in a baraita: If a mourner sat on a bed, on 
a chair, on a large mortar [udyanei],"' or on the ground, he 
does not fulfill his obligation through any of them." And Rabbi 
Yohanan said: This is because he did not fulfill his obligation to 
overturn his bed, even if he lay on the ground. This indicates that 
there is no requirement whatsoever to lie on the ground. 


Ameimar said to Rav Ashi: The verse does not mean that David 
actually lay on the ground. Rather, it was as if he were on the 
ground, since he overturned his bed and brought it closer to the 
ground. If this is the case, then Ameimar acted correctly, and a 
mourner should rend his garments while standing. 


NOTES 
However, in the verses of halitza all the actions are written in 


Whether sitting or standing — Tiy pa awi pa: The question is 
not with regard to the obligation to rend garments ab initio, as 
it is also clear that it is preferable to perform both rending and 
halitza while standing. Rather, the question concerns Ameimar's 
decision to rend his garment again, which implies that, even 
after the fact, if one was not standing the rending is invalid. 
Consequently, the Gemara asks what the difference is between 
rending and halitza, since the word standing is used in reference 
to both (Ramban). 


Itis not written: And he will stand — tayn na xb: This deriva- 
tion is based not on the difference in tense but on the structure 
of the verses. If the word “stand” had been stressed, this would 
have indicated that there is a specific requirement to stand. 


the same form, thereby conveying some degree of continuity, 
and the word “stand” is not stressed (Ritva). 

Alternatively, some explain that the phrase: “And if he stands,’ 
does not mean that one is actually required to stand. Instead, it 
means: Come forward, or: Prepare yourself to perform a certain 
act (Tosafot; Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


Large mortar - mina stax: Some explain that this refers to 
a large mortar (Rashi: Rabbeinu Hananel), which people could 
sit on by placing it upside down. However, others say that this 
refers to a covering for a pit (Rashi, from manuscript; Rashbam). 
There are also those who claim that this means an overturned 
kneading bowl or a bathtub (see Ran). 


HALAKHA 


Halitza while sitting - Tawa an: During all parts of the 
halitza ceremony, the judges sit, while the man and woman 
performing the ceremony stand. If the man is old or weak 
he may lean on a cane (Beer Heitev). If he is incapable of 
standing at all, he may sit (Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer169:12, 
and in the comment of Rema). 


Rending while standing - Taya TW AYP: Rending gar- 
ments as a sign of mourning must be done while standing. If 
one performed this while sitting, he is required to rend the 
garments a second time (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 340:1). 


The mitzva of overturning the bed - mwa na min: It 
is not enough for one simply to overturn his bed; he must 
sleep on the overturned bed in order to fulfill his obligation. 
Therefore, if one slept on a chair, wardrobe, or the ground, 
then has not fulfilled this obligation (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Evel 518). However, nowadays the custom is not to 
overturn beds at all (Shu/han Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 387:2). 


LANGUAGE 
Mortar [udyanei] — 911%: Several different versions of this 
word exist, and therefore there are also many different inter- 
pretations of its meaning. Some say that it is related to the 
Aramaic udna, meaning handle or ear, and in this context it 
refers to a vessel with a handle. 


Large mortar 
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NOTES 


These are the activities that a mourner is prohibited from 
engaging in - 172 Wx bagy oat shy: Tosafot note that 
not all of the activities that are prohibited to a mourner are 
mentioned here, and they explain why only some of these 
prohibitions are mentioned (see Ran). All the activities that 
are prohibited to a mourner are detailed in tractate Semahot. 


He is prohibited from reading in the Torah, etc. - niyo DK 
namina: The Ramban discusses whether the fact that learn- 
ing Torah is a mitzva is sufficient to permit a mourner to study 
Torah in certain situations; or perhaps it is permitted after the 
first day, similar to donning phylacteries; or perhaps since it 
gives pleasure it is not permitted for the entire week. In the 
Jerusalem Talmud, it is explained that one is permitted to study 
a Torah text that he is unfamiliar with, because this is not as 
enjoyable as other study. Similarly, it is stated there that one 
who is intensely passionate about Torah study may learn Torah, 
since refraining from Torah study would be a form of affliction, 
and one is not required to afflict himself when in mourning. 
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§ The Sages taught: These are the activities that a mourner 
is prohibited from engaging in:" He is prohibited from work- 
ing, and from bathing, and from anointing himself with oil, 
and from engaging in sexual relations, and from wearing 
shoes. And he is prohibited from reading in the Torah," and 
in the Prophets, and in the Writings, and from studying 
in the Mishna, in the midrash, and in the halakhot, and in 
the Talmud, and in the aggadot. But if the public needs him 
to teach them these things, he need not refrain from doing 
so. There was an incident that the son of Rabbi Yosei’ died 
in Tzippori, and Rabbi Yosei entered the study hall and 
expounded there for the entire day. 


It was related that a calamity, i.e., a death in the family, once 
befell Rabba bar bar Hana, and he thought not to go out to 
deliver his exposition. Rabbi Hanina said to him: Is it not 
taught that if the public needs him to teach them these things, 
one need not refrain from doing so? He then thought to place 
an interpreter® alongside him, who would sound his words to 
the public, as was normally done for such an exposition. Rav 
said to him: It is taught in a baraita similarly: Provided that 
he does not place the disseminator alongside him. 


HALAKHA 
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Torah study while in mourning - -52x3 min si: A mourner 
is prohibited from studying Torah for all seven days of the 
mourning period, but he may read the book of Lamentations, 
prophecies about catastrophic events, and the halakhot of 
mourning. Ifthe community requires it, a mourner is permitted 
to expound in public. However, if he expounds through an 
interpreter then there must be an intermediary between him 


Rabbi Yosei — *D¥» 937: This is Rabbi Yosei ben Halafta, one 
of the greatest of the tanna’‘im. He lived in the generation 
prior to the redaction of the Mishna, and the influence of 
his teachings is evident throughout tannaitic literature. His 
father, known as Abba Halafta, was also considered one of 
the great Sages of his generation. According to one tradition, 
his family was descended from Jehonadab, son of Rechab 
(see Il Kings 10:15). 

In addition to studying with his father, Rabbi Yosei was also 
an outstanding student of Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi Yosei and his 
contemporaries, Rabbi Meir, Rabbi Yehuda, Rabbi Shimon bar 
Yohai, and other students of Rabbi Akiva, formed the center 
of talmudic creativity of that entire generation. In his halakhic 
approach, as in his way of life, Rabbi Yosei was moderate, and 
he refrained from taking extreme opinions on halakhic issues. 
A well-known principle in the halakha is that Rabbi Yosei’s 
opinions are based on sound reasoning, and therefore the 


Interpreter [amora] - NTO: In this context, the word amora, 
literally speaker, has the same meaning as the word meturge- 
man, disseminator, used in the Mishna. This disseminator of 
the Sages’ expositions was often a scholar himself, sometimes 
even an important Sage, whose job it was to translate the 
exposition from Hebrew to Aramaic and to project it so that 
it could be heard by everyone. Sometimes, there was more 
than one disseminator if the speech needed to be projected 


PERSONALITIES 


BACKGROUND 


and the interpreter, in order to deviate from his ordinary way of 
speaking. A scholar who is in mourning may give a halakhic rul- 
ing to an individual who asks him a question. However, he may 
not teach a halakha to his students. This is the common prac- 
tice; however, some are lenient with regard to this (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 384:1, and in the comment of Rema). 


halakha is always in accordance with his opinion. 

In addition to being a great master of halakha, Rabbi Yosei 
was also famous for his piety. The Talmud relates many stories 
about his modesty, humility, and holiness. It is related that 
Elijah the Prophet would appear to him every day, and several 
conversations between Elijah and Rabbi Yosei are recorded in 
the Talmud. Rabbi Yosei was the primary redactor of a series 
of baraitot on the history of the Jewish people known as Seder 
Olam. For many years, he lived in Tzippori in the Galilee and 
earned his living as a tanner. 

Many of the prominent Sages of the following genera- 
tion, including Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the redactor of the 
Mishna, were his students. But his main students were his 
five sons, all of whom were Sages in their generation. The 
most famous of them were Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yosei, 
one of the great masters of aggada, and Rabbi Yishmael, son 
of Rabbi Yosei. 


to a large group. Often, the disseminator would not only 
translate but also explain the exposition, as the Sage would 
say the most basic ideas, and the disseminator would expand 
and develop them. For this reason, the Sages of the talmudic 
period describe themselves as amora‘im, as they saw their job 
as being similar to that of these interpreters for the Sages of 
the Mishna. 
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The Gemara asks: But how, then, should he act so that he can be 
heard? The Gemara answers: It is like that which is taught in a baraita: 
There was an incident and the son of Rabbi Yehuda bar Ilai died, and 
Rabbi Yehuda entered the study hall. And Rabbi Hananya ben 
Akavya entered after him and sat by his side. Rabbi Yehuda bar Ilai 
then whispered his lecture to Rabbi Hananya ben Akavya, and 
Rabbi Hananya ben Akavya whispered it to the disseminator, 
and the disseminator sounded to the public what had been told to 
him. In this way, it became known that Rabbi Yehuda bar Ilai was in 
mourning. 


§ The Sages taught the following baraita: For the first three days, a 
mourner is prohibited from donning phylacteries." From the third 
day and on, and including the third day, he is permitted to don 
phylacteries. And if new faces," i.e., people who had not yet come to 
console him, come, he need not remove them, although these people 
may falsely conclude that he had also donned phylacteries during the 
first two days of his mourning; this is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. 
Rabbi Yehoshua says: For the first two days, a mourner is prohib- 
ited from donning phylacteries. From the second day, and including 
the second day, he is permitted to wear phylacteries. But if new faces 
come in to console him, he must remove his phylacteries. 


Rav Mattana said: What is the reason of Rabbi Eliezer?" As it is 

written: “And the days of weeping and mourning for Moses ended” 
(Deuteronomy 34:8). The plural term “days” implies a minimum of 
two, and it indicates that the main portion of the mourning period is 

the first two full days. Rav Eina said: What is the reason of Rabbi 

Yehoshua? As it is written: “And I will make it as the mourning for 

an only son, and its end as a bitter day” (Amos 8:10), i.e., a single 
“day” 


The Gemara asks: But also for Rabbi Yehoshua, isn’t it written in the 

Torah: “And the days of weeping and mourning for Moses ended,” 
thereby implying that this period lasts for two days? The Gemara 

answers: He could have said to you that Moses was different, because 

the mourning for him was more intense, and the people mourned 

for him longer than usual. The Gemara asks: But also for Rabbi 

Eliezer, isn’t it written in the Torah: “And its end as a bitter day”? 

The Gemara answers: He could have said to you that the main bitter- 
ness is only one day, but the severity of the mourning lasts for two 

days. 


Ulla said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Eliezer with regard to the removal of phylacteries. A mourner need 
not remove them when new people come in to console him. And the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua with 
regard to the donning of phylacteries, and so a mourner may already 
don phylacteries on the second day. 


A dilemma was raised before the scholars: According to Ulla, who 
rules in accordance with Rabbi Yehoshua that a mourner may don 
phylacteries on his second day of mourning, is the mourner required 
to remove them if new people arrive on that day, or is he not required 
to remove them? 


The Gemara answers: Come and hear what Ulla said explicitly: One 
removes his phylacteries when new people come to console him, and 
he dons them again when they leave, even if he must don and remove 
them a hundred times. This is also taught in a baraita: Yehuda ben 
Teima says: He removes his phylacteries and dons them again, even 
ifhe must do so a hundred times. 


Rava said: Once he dons his phylacteries, he does not remove them 
again. The Gemara asks: But wasn’t it Rava himself who said: The 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of the tanna of our mishna, 
who said that the most serious period of mourning is three days? How 
then does he rule in accordance with the baraita that a mourner may 
don phylacteries during these days? 


HALAKHA 


Amourner is prohibited from donning phylacteries - 
pon road IDX.. bay: A mourner is prohibited from 
wearing phylacteries on his first day of mourning, but 
he is required to wear them from the second day and 
onward. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehoshua, as the halakha is in accordance with 
his opinion in disputes with Rabbi Eliezer. It is also in 
accordance with the opinion of Rava (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 388:1). 


NOTES 


New faces — niwan 03: Most commentaries explain 
here, similar to the case with the seven-day period 
following marriage, that the phrase new faces refers to 
people who have not yet come to visit. Others explain 
that the term refers to other mourners who are joining 
this mourning (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). There 
are also those who understand that the term refers to 
additional relatives who die while the mourner is still 
in mourning (Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). 

Some explain that the reason for removing the phy- 
lacteries is lest new people come, see him wearing 
phylacteries, and think that he is doing so on the first 
day of mourning and thereby acting disrespectfully 
toward the laws of mourning (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel 
of Paris; Ran; Meiri). 

Others say that when new people come and begin 
speaking about the mourner's deceased relative, the 
mourner’s pain will be renewed, and therefore the 
sadness becomes like that on the first day (Ritva). This 
is similar to the explanation of the geonim, mentioned 
by the Ramban, according to which a mourner may not 
wear phylacteries because one wearing phylacteries 
is prohibited from taking his mind off them. When 
the new guests weep and eulogize the deceased, the 
mourner may forget that he is wearing phylacteries. 


The reasons of Rabbi Eliezer and Rabbi Yehoshua — 
ywi ay tax 1 Dy Dyv: It is mentioned in the 

name of the Ra’avad that Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion can be 

explained as follows: “The days. ..ended” indicates that 
they were completed, and if this is the case then there 

were two full days of mourning. A part of the third day 

was added according to rabbinic law (see Talmid Rab- 
beinu Yehiel of Paris). Although the verse is describing 

events that happened thirty days after Moses’ death, 
the derivation is based on the expression: “Days of 
weeping,’ i.e. the first two days of weeping before the 

rest of the days of mourning (see Ritva). With regard to 

the verse: “Its end as a bitter day,’ the expression “as. ..a 

day” also means alittle more than a complete day, and 

therefore includes part of the second day. 
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NOTES 


A mitzva is different — 3x% my2: Some have a ver- 
sion of the text that reads: The mitzva of phylacteries 
is different. This means that since the mitzva to wear 
phylacteries is from the Torah, it takes precedence 
over mourning, which is rabbinic (Rabbi Shlomo ben 
HaYatom; see Ritva). 


The first three days a mourner is prohibited from 
working - 73803 Vox DWN on aww Sar: 
Some write that the prohibition against working, and 
similarly the permission to work in private after the first 
hree days, applies to everyone, although in practice, 
one who does not require the money is unlikely to per- 
orm work. Still, there is an opinion that one who needs 
he money is permitted to do so and others are simi- 
arly permitted (Rid). This opinion is not accepted by 
most commentaries and halakhic authorities, who say 
hat only poor people with nothing to eat may work 
during the seven-day mourning period (see Riaz). 


A woman may spin on a spindle — paa MND TONI: 

ost commentaries explain that this specifically refers 
o a poor woman, and the Sages permitted her to 
perform this type of work in her house because she 
needs to earn a livelihood. If she is unable to support 
herself with this work, then she may perform other 
ypes of work (see Ramban). There are those who write 
hat any woman may do this work and not just a poor 
woman (Radbaz). 


Go to another mourner’s house — baxa mab shin: 
Some say this means that he may go to a mourner’s 
house only when he is related to the deceased, and 
this is why he sits with the other mourners, but he may 
not go to visit other mourners (Rabbeinu Yehonatan 
of Lunel; see Ran). However, most halakhic authorities 
hold that there is no distinction. 


He sits in the place of those being consoled - awi’ 
Damman Dipa: Based on this, some halakhic 
authorities rule that a mourner is permitted to go to 
the synagogue on the Ninth of Av, as at that time the 
synagogue is a place of mourners, and everyone is 
considered to be like the consoled (see Josafot). The 
halakha follows this opinion (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 568:6). 


He may respond but he may not extend greet- 
ings —>xiw itg Dw: The reason for this is explained 
in tractate Berakhot, where it is noted that people must 
be very careful to respond when a person extends 
greetings toward them, so as not to insult the greeter. 
The great people of every generation would respond 
o every person when greeted, regardless of his status. 
Therefore, the Sages permitted a mourner to respond 
when greeted, even when it would not be permitted 
for him to extend greetings to someone else. Even 
when it is not permitted for him to respond, he is still 
required to explain that he is not responding because 
he is mourning. 
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The Gemara answers: A mitzva is different," and since it is a 
mitzva to put on phylacteries, the mourner is required to do so, 
even during the first three days. 


§ The Sages taught the following baraita: During the first three 
days after his bereavement, a mourner is prohibited from 
working," even if he is a poor person who is supported by 
charity. From this point forward, he may do work privately 
in his own home if he needs to do so. And similarly a woman 
may spin thread on a spindle’ in her own home when she is 
mourning. 


The Sages taught in another baraita: Amourner during the first 

three days after his bereavement may not go to another mourn- 
er’s house" to console him." From this point forward, he may 

go, but he may not sit among the consolers, but rather in the 

place of those being consoled," i.e., with the mourners in that 

house. 


§ The Sages taught in yet another baraita: A mourner, during 
the first three days after his bereavement, is prohibited 
from extending greetings to others. From the third day to the 
seventh day, he may respond when other people address him, 
but he may not extend greetings" to them. From this point 
forward, he may extend greetings and respond in his usual 
manner.”4 


The Gemara asks: Is he really prohibited from extending 
greetings during the first three days of mourning? But isn’t it 
taught in a baraita: There was an incident and the sons of Rabbi 
Akiva’ died, and all the Jews entered to eulogize them with 


bin 


A mourner is prohibited from working - maxa TDy... 2%: 
A mourner is prohibited from working during the first three days 
of mourning, even if he is poor and must take his livelihood from 
charity. From then onward, if he has nothing to eat he may per- 
form work in the privacy of his own home (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 380:2). 


Going to the house of another mourner — Saya mab ayn: A 
mourner during the first three days of mourning may not attend 
a funeral unless there is no one else who can appropriately 
accompany the deceased or bury him. After the first three days 
of mourning, one may go to the funeral of someone from his 
neighborhood who has passed away, and may also visit a house 
of mourning. However, instead of sitting among the consolers he 
should sit with the mourners. 

The Rema writes that today it is customary for the mourner 
not to leave his house for all seven days, even if he wishes 
to go to another house of mourning (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De‘a 393:1). 


Rabbi Akiva — x2p% 27: Akiva ben Yosef was one of the greatest 
of the tanna’im. He lived from just after the destruction of the 
Second Temple until the bar Kokheva revolt. He was one of the 
leading Sages at the time of Rabban Gamliel ıı in Yavne. 

According to legend, Rabbi Akiva began his studies at the age 
of forty, when Rachel, the daughter of the wealthy Kalba Savua, 
agreed to marry him on condition that he went to study Torah. 
Rabbi Akiva became the student of Rabbi Eliezer ben Hyrcanus 
and Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya. Ultimately, he became a great 
scholar with twenty-four thousand students. 

Among Rabbi Akiva's first students were Shimon ben Azzai 
and Shimon ben Zoma, with whom he entered the orchard (see 
Hagiga 14b), studying esoteric elements of the Torah. Subsequently, 
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HALAKHA 


PERSONALITIES 


a great eulogy. 


Greeting during mourning - baxa oby nboew: For the first 
three days, a mourner may not extend greetings to anyone. If 
people do not know that he is mourning and extend greetings to 
him, he should not respond to them. Instead, he should inform 
them that he is mourning. 

From the third to the seventh day, he should not initiate 
extending greetings. However, if someone extends greetings to 
him then he may respond. From the seventh to the thirtieth days, 
he may extend greetings to others and respond. However, one 
should not extend greetings toward him. 

After thirty days he is treated as any other person, if he is 
mourning for relatives other than his parents. One who is mourn- 
ing for his father or mother may extend greetings to others after 
seven days, but others should not extend greetings to him until 
twelve months have passed. In order to show respect to a group 
he may say: Go in peace. Some permit extending greetings nowa- 
days. However, this does not appear to be an appropriate custom 
unless he uses different wording and does not use the word: 
Shalom (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 385:1; Rema; Shakh). 


Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai, among others, became 
his students. 

He was a staunch supporter of bar Kokheva’s revolt against 
Rome, and even declared him the Messiah. During the period 
of the Roman Emperor Hadrian's decrees, Torah study was pro- 
hibited, but Rabbi Akiva continued convening assemblies and 
eaching Torah. Ultimately, he was apprehended and executed, 
and he is one of the ten martyrs whose execution is described in 
iturgy. 

Rabbi Akiva collected early rabbinic teachings and worked to 
organize the Oral Torah. The work done by Rabbi Akiva and his 
students served as the basis for the Mishna that was edited by 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and his disciples. 
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When they were about to take leave, Rabbi Akiva stood on a large 

bench! and said: Our brothers, the house of Israel, listen! Even had 

my two sons been bridegrooms, I would have been consoled on 

account of the honor you have shown them. If you came to console 

for the sake of Akiva, there are many Akivas in the marketplace 

whom the Jews do all not come to console. Rather, certainly this is 

what you said to yourselves: “The Torah of his God is in his heart” 
(Psalms 37:31), and you wished to show your respect for the Torah. All 

the more so is your reward doubled, for you have consoled mourners 

and shown respect for the Torah. Return now to your homes in peace. 
This indicates that a mourner may greet other people even on the first 

day of his mourning. 


The Gemara answers: Showing respect for the public is different. 
Rabbi Akiva was permitted to greet them to demonstrate courtesy and 
respect. 


§ It was taught in the aforementioned baraita: From the third day 
to the seventh day, he may respond when other people address him, 
but he may not extend greetings to them. From this point forward, 
he may extend greetings and respond in his usual manner. 


And the Gemara raises a contradiction from another baraita that states: 
One who finds another in mourning during the first thirty days 
of that person’s bereavement may still speak words of consolation to 
him, but he should not extend greetings toward him. Ifhe finds him 
after thirty days, he may extend greetings toward him, but he should 
not speak words of consolation to him, so as not to remind him of 
his pain. 


If it was the mourner’s wife who died and he married another 
woman’ within thirty days of his first wife’s death, one may not enter 
his house to speak words of consolation with him, so as not to offend 
his new wife. If, however, he finds him alone in the marketplace, he 
may speak to him with gentle words and in a serious manner. This 
indicates that the prohibition against extending greetings lasts for 
thirty days and not just seven. 


Rav Idi bar Avin said: The two baraitot refer to different situations: 
The first baraita is referring to the mourner himself, who may extend 
greetings [shalom] to others after the completion of his seven days of 
mourning, as the others are at peace [shalom]. The second baraita, 
which speaks of a prohibition that lasts thirty days, is referring to other 
people, who may not extend greetings to him, as he, the mourner, is 
not at peace. 


The Gemara challenges: But from the fact that it teaches in a baraita 
that after the third day of his bereavement, the mourner may respond 
when other people address him, by inference others may extend greet- 
ings to him. The Gemara answers: This is referring to a case where 
people did not know that he was in mourning and unknowingly 
extended greetings to him. 


The Gemara asks: If so, if the baraita speaks of a case where the people 
who greeted him were unaware that he was in mourning, then there 
also, during the first three days of his bereavement, he should be permit- 
ted to respond when other people address him. The Gemara answers: 
There, during the first three days, he must inform them that he is in 
mourning and not respond to their greetings. Here, after the first three 
days, he need not inform them about his bereavement, but rather he 
may respond to their greetings. 


And the Gemara raises a contradiction from another baraita that states: 
One who finds another in mourning during his twelve months of 
bereavement may still speak words of consolation to him, but he 
should not extend greetings toward him. Ifhe finds him after twelve 
months, he may extend greetings toward him, and he should not 
speak words of consolation to him. He may, however, speak to 
him indirectly, i.e., he may say to him: May you be consoled, without 
mentioning the name of the deceased. 


LANGUAGE 

Bench [safsal] - pep: The origin of this word is 
the Latin subsellium, meaning low seat or bench. 
Often this word was used to refer to the seats of 
judges or other leaders. Some say that the origin of 
the word is from the Hebrew word sefe/, meaning 
mug, or at least influenced to some degree by the 
Hebrew, as it was common for people to sit on large 
overturned mugs. 


Ancient figurine of a person sitting on a large overturned mug 


NOTES 
The mourner’s wife died and he married another 
woman - DINK AWK KUIN inwy ANN: The com- 
mentaries explain that one may marry another 
woman this soon after the death of his first wife only 
if he has not yet fulfilled the mitzva of procreation 
or if he has small children who need a mother to 
take care of them. It is in these situations that one 
must be careful not to offend his second wife by 
mentioning the previous one. 
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HALAKHA 


Consoling mourners after seven days — yh Dha am 
myaw: One who meets a mourner within the latter's thirty-day 
period of mourning should speak words of consolation to him 
and should not extend greetings. After thirty days, he may 
extend greetings toward him, but he may not speak words of 
consolation to him explicitly. However, he may say: You should 
be consoled, without mentioning the name of the deceased. 
Ifa man’s wife passes away and he marries another woman, 
one should not enter his house to console him. If he finds him 
on the street then he may say in an undertone: You should 
be consoled. If he did not marry another wife, then one may 
console him until three pilgrimage Festivals have passed. 
One may speak words of consolation to a mourner whose 
father or mother has passed away within the last twelve 
months, and afterward he may console him without mention- 
ing the name of the deceased (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 385:2). 


How does one join the counting of seven — pad xn wD 
myaw: In a case where one's close family member died and he 
did not know until he reached the place of the mourners, if he 
came from a nearby place, which is less than ten parasangs 
away, then he joins with the other mourners, even if he arrives 
on the seventh day. Nowadays, a nearby place is defined as 
any distance that one can reach in a single day's travel using 
modern forms of transportation (Arukh HaShulhan). One joins 
the mourners if he still finds people who came to console the 
principal member of the household, even if they have stood 
up to leave. Similarly, such a person also counts the thirty- 
day period of mourning with this group. If he does not find 
consolers, there then he observes seven days of mourning on 
his own. Similarly, one who comes from a distant place counts 
his own seven- and thirty-day periods of mourning from the 
day on which he arrived, even if he arrives on the second day 
of mourning (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 375:8). 
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Rabbi Meir said: One who finds another in mourning after 
twelve months and speaks to him words of consolation, to what 
may this situation be likened? To a person who broke his leg 
and it healed, and afterward a physician found him and said to 
him: Come to me, for I will break it a second time and then I 
will heal it, so that you may know how good my medicines are 
and how well they work. One who consoles his friend after so 
much time has passed acts in a similar fashion, stirring up an old 
wound and then trying to heal it. In any event, it appears that 
one must not extend greetings to a mourner during the entire 
twelve-month mourning period. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This baraita, which 
says that one must not extend greetings to a mourner for twelve 
months, is referring to one who lost his father or mother. That 
baraita, which teaches that a mourner may be greeted after seven 
days," is referring to one who is in mourning over other 
relatives. 


The Gemara asks: There too, in the case of other relatives after 
thirty days, let him speak words of consolation to him indirectly. 
Why does the baraita say that after thirty days he should not speak 
words of consolation to him at all? The Gemara answers: Yes, it 
is indeed so. And what is meant by the words: He should not 
speak words of consolation to him? This means that he may 
not console him in his usual manner, but he may speak to him 
indirectly. 


§ The Sages taught the following baraita: Ifa mourner comes to 
the house of mourning from a nearby place" during the first 
three days of mourning, he counts his days of mourning with 
the other mourners from the time of the burial and completes 
his mourning with them. This is the case even if he may end up 
observing mourning for only five or six days. But if he came from 
a distant place, he counts on his own seven complete days from 
the time that he was informed of his relative’s death. From this 
point forward, i.e., after the first three days of mourning, even if 
he came from a nearby place, he counts seven days on his own. 
Rabbi Shimon says: Even if he came on the seventh day froma 
nearby place, he counts and completes the seven-day period of 
mourning with the other mourners." 


The Master said, citing the baraita: If a mourner comes to the 
house of mourning from a nearby place during the first three 
days of mourning, he counts his days of mourning with the other 
mourners and completes his mourning with them. Rabbi Hiyya 
bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: This is in a case where 
the principal member of the household" is in the house, and 
therefore all the other family members follow his mourning. If, 
however, it is the principal member of the family who comes 
home, he certainly does not follow the other members, but rather 
he counts seven days on his own. 


A dilemma was raised before the scholars: 


NOTES 


One who comes from a nearby place - 31977 Dipan Ka: There 
is a tradition in the name of the geonim that a distant place 
refers to one that is more than a day's travel away from the 
place of the other mourners. The Rif explains that within this 
distance it is possible for a messenger to reach this relative and 
for him to arrive within the first three days after the death. As 
mentioned above, three days is referred to as the main portion 
of the mourning, and as long as one is close enough to the 


other mourners to reach them in this time period, he is joined 
together with the other mourners. 


The principal member of the household — man bin: Some 
commentaries explain that this term does not refer to a specific 
person, e.g., the oldest brother. Rather, it refers to the most 
important member of that family, whom everyone else follows 
with regard to mourning. This is the case even if he is a son or 
the youngest of the brothers (Rabbi Yitzhak ibn Giat). 
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If the principal member of the household went" with the remains 
of the deceased to the cemetery and did not return for several days," 
what is the halakha? If another mourner came to the house of 
mourning during his absence, does he follow the principal member 
of the household and count from the time of the burial, or does he 
count from the time that the funeral procession departed, like the 
other members of the household? 


The Gemara answers: Come and hear that which Rabbi Hiyya bar 
Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: Even if the principal member 
of the household went to the cemetery, the mourner who comes 
home during his absence counts with them, i.e., the other members 
of the household who did not go to the cemetery. The Gemara asks: 
Does he really count and complete his mourning with them? But 
isn’t it taught otherwise in a baraita, that he counts seven days on 
his own? 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This statement, that he 
counts with them, is referring to a case where the principal member 
of the household came home within three days. And the other 
ruling, that he counts on his own, is referring to a case where he 
did not come home within three days. This conclusion is similar 
to what Rav said to the sons of Hatzleponi‘ when they were in 
mourning: Those who come home within three days should count 
with you; whereas those who do not come home within three days 
should count on their own. 


Rava said to the people of Mehoza:® Those of you who do not 
follow the coffin all the way to the place ofinterment should begin 
counting your days of mourning from when you turn your faces" 
from the city gates" to return home. Since the dead were commonly 
transported long distances and buried far away, most of the mourn- 
ers did not accompany their deceased relatives to the actual site of 
burial. 


Q The Gemara cites the baraita taught above: Rabbi Shimon says: 
Even if one of the mourners came on the seventh day from a 
nearby place, he counts with the other mourners and completes 
the seven-day period of mourning with them. Rabbi Hiyya bar 
Gamada said that Rabbi Yosei ben Shaul said that Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi said: And this is the halakha, provided that he came and 
found consolers still present in the house. 


§ Rav Anan asks: If the consolers had already stirred themselves 
to stand up and leave but did not yet actually stand up and leave, 
what is the halakha? Is it considered as if the consolers have already 
left or not? This question was not answered, and the dilemma 
stands unresolved. 


HALAKHA 


The principal member of the household went — bina ba 
mai: Some say that in a case where a person arrives and 
finds that the principal member of the household has gone 
to tend to the needs of the dead, then if the principal member 
returns within three days, it is as though he was home when 
this person arrived, and this person is considered to be one 
of the members of the household. Therefore, he counts the 
days of his mourning period with this group (Rema; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea 375:8). 


When you turn your faces — 133% 1777/9 !31: In places 
where the deceased are carried to another city in order to be 
buried, those who remain in the city should begin counting 
the seven-day period of mourning once they turn away from 
the funeral procession. Those who accompany the deceased 
and those relatives who live near the place of burial begin to 
observe their mourning after the burial itself. 

If the principal member of the household accompanies 
the deceased, then even those who stay at home must wait 
until the deceased has been buried to start counting the 
seven days of mourning. Everyone follows the principal 
member of the household, regardless of whether he is the 
eldest member or if he is young, though some say that he 
must be at least thirteen years old. When a married woman 
is the deceased, her husband is considered to be the principal 
member of the household (Shakh, citing Rashba; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 375:2). 


BACKGROUND 


Mehoza - tina: A city on the Tigris, located near the Malka 
River, Mehoza was a large commercial city and most of its 
inhabitants were Jews. Unlike most other Jewish communi- 
ties, the Jews of Mehoza generally earned their living from 
commerce. The Jewish community included a large number 
of converts as well as Jews from many different countries. 
After Neharde’a was destroyed in 259 CE the Neharde’a 
yeshiva relocated to Mehoza. Mehoza became the Torah 
center of leading scholars such as Rav Nahman; Rav Sheshet; 
Rava, who later became head of the Mehoza Yeshiva; Amei- 
mar; and Rav Kahana, who was Rav Ashi’s teacher. After the 
death of Abaye in 338 CE, the Pumbedita yeshiva, which was 
then headed by Rava, also moved for a period to Mehoza. 


NOTES 


The principal member of the household went, etc. - ba 
D1 vat bins: The early authorities disagree about how to 
understand this halakha, and their dispute is based on, among 
other issues, whether this statement and those after it are a 
continuation of what was previously stated or separate from it. 

Some explain that the question of the Gemara concerns the 
principal member of the household himself. If he accompanied 
the deceased to the cemetery and was not home when the rest 
of the family began their mourning, then the issue is whether 
he joins with their mourning or not. The conclusion is that if he 
returns within three days, then he joins with them; if not, he 
counts on his own (Rashi, from manuscript; Ra'avad; Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan of Lunel). 

According to this explanation, the Babylonian Talmud 
contradicts the principle stated in the Jerusalem Talmud, that 
all mourning is based on the principal member of the family. 
In the Jerusalem Talmud, it is maintained that if the principal 


member remains in that place, the other mourners count with 
him; if he goes to accompany the dead, then they count with 
him after the burial. 

However, others understand this as a continuation of the 
previous case, where a person comes and joins other mourners. 
This issue depends on the principal member of the household, 
and this case concerns the halakha when the principal member 
of the household is not present at that time that this other 
person came to the house of mourning. For example, if the 
principal member of the household went to accompany the 
deceased and returns within three days, it is as though he were 
there the entire time. Therefore, the newly arrived mourner joins 
with the rest of the mourners in that household (Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola; Jalmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; Rabbi 
Shlomo ben HaYatom). 

There is another entirely different explanation, which under- 
stands the phrase: The principal member of the household 


went to the cemetery, to mean that the principal member of 
the household passed away. According to this explanation, 
the Gemara asks if the mourners follow the principal person 
who remains, or if the halakha of the principal member of the 
household no longer applies (Rashi, from manuscript; Com- 
mentary on Moed Katan). 


Hatzleponi — niays: Some explain this to be the name of a 
place, while others understand it to be a family name (Rashi, 
from manuscript). There are also those who hold that this was 
the name of their father who passed away (Talmid Rabbeinu 
Yehiel of Paris). 


The city gates - Kax aa: Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola explains that this refers to the gate in the house of 
mourning, and some have a version of the text that reflects 
this explanation. 
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HALAKHA 


Intestines became perforated, but the hole was stopped 
up by mucus - jAvanip apy opt iapa: A hole in the small 
intestine qualifies an animal as a tereifa; even if liquid sticks 
to this hole and blocks it the animal may not be eaten. As 
is stated in the Gemara, the halakha is not in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel (Shu/han 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 46:1). 


One to be quick in taking the bier — ina Anta: For most 
deceased relatives, it is praiseworthy to complete the burial 
as quickly as possible. However, in the case of one’s father 
or mother, this is considered to be disrespectful, unless it is 
Friday, the eve of a Festival, or it is raining and the corpse 
will get wet. In these situations, it is preferable to conduct 
the burial quickly, out of respect for one's parents (Shu/han 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 357:2). 


He may reduce his business — ippya vya: One who is 
mourning over a close relative may choose whether or not 
to limit his involvement in business activities. However, one 
who is mourning over his father or mother is required to 
lessen his involvement in these activities (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 380:24). 


LANGUAGE 


Fat [shirka] — xpw: Apparently from the Middle Iranian 
Sirak, referring to secreted fatty liquid. 


BACKGROUND 

The fat of the intestines — x27 KP PW: This refers to the 
mucus membrane that covers the intestines, the muscosa 
tunica, which contains protrusions that enter into the intes- 
tines. This soft membrane is not considered to be enough 
of a protection if the intestine is punctured, as even if it 
manages to close the intestine for a short period of time 
the food in the intestines will eventually leave the intestinal 
tract from this hole. 


NOTES 
The fat of the intestines — xt XPPW: Some say that this 
is a soft membrane that covers the intestines (Commentary 
on Moed Katan). It is said in the name of Rav Hai Gaon that 
his refers to the soft layer of fat that covers the walls of the 
intestines. Others claim that it refers to food that has not 
been entirely digested (see Commentary on Moed Katan). 


One to be quick in taking the bier — imana Ania: Since one 
does not speak a lengthy eulogy over “other relatives, it is 
preferable not to delay the burial unless it is for their honor 
(Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). Some say that one who 
buries the deceased quickly shows that he has accepted 
Heaven's decree with love, and that he is not challenging 
God's judgment (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


Friday, etc. — ^3) Naw 23W: It is preferable to show respect 
coward Shabbat or a Festival, which require preparation, 
rather than spend time eulogizing the dead. Similarly, there 
is also concern that if the burial is delayed there may not be 
ime to complete the burial, causing the deceased to remain 
unburied for an additional day, in violation of the halakha 
(Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


He may reduce his business — spoya vya: Rav Hai Gaon 
explains that one who spends all day in his business must 
work for fewer hours. In the Jerusalem Talmud it explains 
that one who is mourning over his father or mother may 
not leave his home for business endeavors, even after thirty 
days, until such time as his colleagues rebuke him. 
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The Gemara relates that a colleague of Rabbi Abba bar Hiyya 

learned the following principle as a tradition from Rabbi Abba. 
The Gemara asks: And who was this colleague? It was Rabbi 

Zeira. And some say a different version of this tradition: A col- 
league of Rabbi Zeira learned a tradition from Rabbi Zeira. The 

Gemara asks: And who is this colleague? It was Rabbi Abba, son 

of Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba: Rabbi Yohanan said: The halakha is 

in accordance with the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 

with regard to an animals that is unsuitable for human consump- 
tion because of severe organic disease or congenital defect, mak- 
ing it a tereifa, and the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 

of Rabbi Shimon with regard to the halakhot of mourning. 


The Gemara explains: The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Shimon with regard to mourning, concerning 
that which we just said about a mourner who arrives on the 
seventh day. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel with regard to defects in animals 
that render them tereifa concerning that which we learned in a 
baraita: If the animal's intestines became perforated, but the 
hole was stopped up by mucus," so that nothing comes out of 
this hole, the animal is fit. Unlike an ordinary hole in the intestines, 
this hole does not render the animal a tereifa and make it unfit 
for consumption. This is the statement of Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel. 


The Gemara asks: What is this mucus? Rav Kahana said: The fat 
[shirka]‘ of the intestines™ that comes out under pressure. 
Someone whose name was not given said: May I merit to go up 
to Eretz Yisrael and learn this halakha from the mouth of its 
author. 


When he went up from Babylonia to Eretz Yisrael, he found 
Rabbi Abba, son of Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba, and said to him: Did 
the Master say that the halakha is in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel with regard to defects that 
render the animal a tereifa? He said to him: I said just the oppo- 
site, namely, that the halakha is not in accordance with Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel, and therefore such a hole in the animal’s 
intestine makes it unfit for eating. 


He asked him again: What about the other ruling reported in 
your name, that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon with regard to mourning? Is this accurate? He 
said to him: This issue is subject to dispute, as it was stated: 
Rav Hisda said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Shimon, and similarly Rabbi Yohanan said: It is the 
halakha. But Rav Nahman said: It is not the halakha. 


The Gemara concludes: The halakha is not in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel with regard to the 
aforementioned issue of tereifa, and the halakha is in accordance 
with Rabbi Shimon with regard to mourning, as Shmuel stated 
a principle: The halakha follows the opinion of the more lenient 
authority in matters relating to mourning. 


§ It was taught in a baraita: With regard to all other deceased 
relatives, it is praiseworthy for one to be quick in taking the 
bier out for burial. But in the case of one’s father or mother, 
acting in this manner is condemnable, as one should draw out 
the period of acute mourning for his parent. If, however, it was 
Friday" or the eve of a Festival, then one is praiseworthy for 
expediting his parent’s burial because he does this only out of 
respect for his father or mother, as he does not want them to 
remain unburied for the duration of Shabbat or the Festival. 


With regard to all other dead, if the mourner wishes he may 
reduce his business“ due to mourning. If, however, he wishes 
not to do so, he need not 


Perek III 
Daf22 Amud b 


oyan -ing byvas by oyna 


ain -nyy oman bp by 
byy vay by yin tne - ay] 
bin- tnx 


naw ame vit bina mpya 
bin wpa yin wpe vas 
yay - yooh faye ams 197 

fons 


Syma vay — 1T bata ane vate 
KOK 33 Ipy) 137 - IYW WAT 
yay - WaT Sita TANT KDN 
— vay vit bina seme 13 Spy 

n 


qia bing vanes pred xiabwa 
Jeon eh poss an — a1 ia 


1B Spy 131 VAT IND? ND 
131279 why VINNAN - NING 
aa ma ews ohn ya yow 

sop yma? ma way 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


reduce it. In the case of his father or mother, he must always 
reduce his business. 


With regard to all other deceased relatives, if the mourner wishes, 
he may remove’ his garment from one of his shoulders," and 
if he wishes not to remove it, he need not remove it. However, 
in the case of his father or mother, he must always remove his 
garment from one of his shoulders. 


There was an incident when the father of a leading authority of 
his generation died, and the authority wished to remove his 
garment from one shoulder. Another leading authority of the 
generation also wished to remove his own garment together with 
him, in order to join him in his mourning, but due to this the first 
person refrained and did not remove’ his garment, so that his 
colleague would not remove his garment as well. 


Abaye said: The leading authority of the generation mentioned 
here is Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, and the leading authority of the 
generation who was with him was Rabbi Ya’akov bar Aha. And 
some say: The leading authority of the generation was Rabbi 
Ya’akov bar Aha, and the leading authority of the generation who 
was with him was Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


The Gemara examines this issue: Granted, according to the one 
who said that the leading authority of the generation who was 
with him was Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, this is the reason that he 
refrained and did not remove his garment from his shoulder. That 
is to say, Rabbi Yaakov bar Aha refrained from doing so because he 
did not wish to cause the Nasi to remove his own garment. 


But according to the one who said that it is Rabbi Ya’akov bar 
Aha who was the leader of the generation with him, why did Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi refrain and not remove his garment from his 
shoulder? Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel,” the father of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, was also the Nasi, and everyone is required to 
remove his garment from his shoulder for him, as was the accepted 
practice. Therefore, Rabbi Yaakov bar Aha would also have been 
required to bare his shoulder. Why, then, did Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
prevent him from doing so? The Gemara concludes: Indeed this 
is difficult. 


HALAKHA 


Removing a garment from the shoulder for a mourner — 
baxana ny dn: One is required to remove his garment while 
walking with the bier of his father or mother, until the burial has 
been completed. If the mourner is an important person and it 
would be seen as dishonorable for him to remove his garment, 


Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel -bybns 12 jyaw yar: Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel ıı was head of the Sanhedrin following 
he bar Kokheva revolt. He was a member of the dynasty of 
Hillel the Elder. His grandfather, Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 
he Elder, headed the Sanhedrin at the time of the destruc- 
ion of the Temple and was one of the Ten Martyrs killed by 
he Romans. 

Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel Il was a young man studying 
in Beitar at the time of the bar Kokheva revolt. He escaped 
rom the city before it was destroyed. When the Sanhedrin 
was reconstituted in Usha, he was chosen to preside there 
in place of his late father. The Talmud records that he studied 


PERSONALITIES 


then he is not required to do so. For all other deceased relatives, 
he is not required to remove his garment from his shoulder if 
he does not want to. The Rema writes, based on the Kolbo, that 
nowadays it is customary not to remove one’s garment at all 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 340:16-17). 


Greek philosophy, and it appears that he was knowledgeable 
in a wide range of scholarly disciplines, including science and 
medicine. 

He tended to be lenient in his halakhic rulings, often stating 
his concern that people not be overly inconvenienced. All of 
his rulings were accepted as halakha, with only three excep- 
tions. His teachings included attempts to limit arguments 
and disputes. One example is his statement that no court can 
nullify the ruling of another court unless it is greater in wisdom 
and number. In tractate Avot (1:17), the following maxim is cited 
in his name: On three things the world is sustained: On truth, 
on judgment, and on peace. 


NOTES 


He may remove [holetz] — yin: The geonim explain that this 
means removing the garment from one's shoulder and expos- 
ing the shoulder. There is also support for this explanation from 
several places in the Talmud (Ramban). However, some explain 
slightly differently, maintaining that one is required to rend 
his garment until he exposes his shoulder (Rashi, from manu- 
script; Jalmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). Others understand that 
this means removing one’s outer garment, like a person who 
shows that he is about to engage in an act that requires physi- 
cal exertion. By doing so, this mourner demonstrates that he is 
putting effort into showing honor for the deceased (Ramban; 
Ran citing Tosefot of Rabbi Shimshon of Saens).There are also 
those who understand that the word holetz in this context 
means removing one’s shoes, and that a mourner is required 
to remove his shoes and walk barefoot in order to honor the 
dead, not as an act of mourning. Therefore, one performs this 
act before the requirements of mourning take effect, when he 
is accompanying the body on the way to burial (see Rosh). 


He refrained and did not remove — yon xh) yaaa: Although 
there is a mitzva to remove one’s garment in order to show 
respect for the deceased, maintaining the honor of a Torah 
scholar of this stature is a greater mitzva and takes precedence. 
Perhaps one of the reasons that the custom of exposing the 
shoulder is no longer practiced is that there is concern that in 
the Diaspora it will cause the mourners to be treated disre- 
spectfully by their gentile neighbors (Ramban). 


BACKGROUND 

Removal of the garment from one's shoulder - 403 nyn: 
Removing the garment from one’s shoulder is similar to a 
symbolic rending of one's garment, and doing so is considered 
like removing one’s garment in mourning. As is stated in the 
Gemara, the more one wishes to emphasize the mourning, 
and the more honor one wishes to show the deceased, the 
more he removes his garment. 


Garment removed from the shoulder 
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NOTES 


A joyous social gathering and other types of joyous 
celebrations — minx amawi ny ya nmw: The differences 
between the two versions in the Talmud are based on the 
issue of which is more likely to be prohibited to a mourner: 
Should a joyous social gathering be delayed until after 
thirty days because it is purely social and not a mitzva? Or, 
perhaps the celebration for a mitzva, such as a wedding, 
must be postponed. Since the joy is greater, a mourner 
should not take part until after this time. This issue is the 
subject of a disagreement between the early authorities. 


Initial gathering [arisuta] - mrp": According to most 
early authorities, the correct version of the text is arishuta or 
rashuta, which are derived from the Aramaic rashu, mean- 
ing creditor. These meals are considered like a form of a 
oan that must be repaid to one's friends by hosting them. 
Therefore, if the mourner is begins a cycle of social meals, 
he must postpone hosting because he does not yet owe 
anyone the invitation. However, when others have already 
hosted him and itis his turn to repay the debt, he is permit- 
ed to host the meal. Some have asked why the mourner 
cannot host the meal or repay the loan without actually 
aking part himself. They answer that to do so would be 
insulting for his friends, since they would be eating in his 
house without him present. 


Until he reveals his heart — iad ny nwy “4%: In the Jeru- 
salem Talmud, it is explained that by performing this act the 
mourner expresses his pain that the mitzva to honor one’s 
father and mother no longer applies to him. 


apxb aanp jaa onan bs by 
ay - iay by vax by o) mew 
-p2 oma be by an ia we 
oY Dyb sm ngawa ey) o) 
wy pw vanish - fax Dy) ya by 
win 


naw) sm 33 33 731 WY 
mya Aw PPA MYT 
Kwp lop why 


32.32 737 VOX 237 AR WK 
pap) ania - mya nna may 
ply anw} : KAN KT) arb 

iowhy my 


- XT MD IN NT NWD xb 
MMU 


by nap yiip - fas ona ba by 
Jab ny mx sy - tas by wax 
TIPIY ATP NID ATMS 137 TO 
MNS ee PRT OVP ae 

navn 


Haircut for a mourner — axy myispn: One who is mourning 
a deceased relative other than his parents may cut his hair after 
thirty days. After the death of his mother or father, he mourner 
must wait to cut his hair until his colleagues rebuke him, and 
a Festival does not interrupt this aspect of mourning. There is 
dispute with regard to the amount of rebuke he must receive, 
and the accepted practice is to wait three months to cut the 
hair on one’s head. However, a man may trim his beard before 
this (Pithei Teshuva, citing Noda Bihuda). In some places, it is 
customary for a mourner not to cut his hair for twelve months, 
if it is not absolutely necessary to do so (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
De'a 390:4, and in the comment of Rema). 


Amourner with regard to a party —Anwn pw bar: One who 
is mourning for a deceased relative may go to a celebration after 
thirty days, but one who is mourning over his father or mother 
is required to wait twelve months before doing so. In a leap 
year, which has an additional month, the mourner is required 
to wait for twelve months, not a full year. If one is required to 
host a social gathering to repay those who have hosted him in 
the past, he may do so after the seven-day mourning period has 
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HALAKHA 


§ The Gemara returns to the continuation of the baraita: With 
regard to all deceased relatives except for parents, one may cut 
his hair after thirty days. In the case of one’s father or mother, 
one may not cut his hair until his colleagues have rebuked him 
for his hair being too long." With regard to all other deceased 
relatives, he may enter a place where a joyous celebration is taking 
place after thirty days; in the case of his father or mother, he may 
enter such a place only after twelve months. 


Rabba bar bar Hana said: The ruling that a mourner may enter a 
house of joy after thirty days applies specifically to a joyous social 
gathering, that is to say, to the joyous meals that a group of friends 
would eat together, each taking a turn hosting. But this ruling does 
not apply to a large joyous occasion, such as a wedding feast. The 
Gemara raises an objection from a baraita which adds: And also 
for joyous social gatherings, thirty days." This implies that when 
the baraita speaks of joyous celebrations without further specifica- 
tion, it is not referring to joyous social gatherings, but even to 
weddings and other joyous occasions. The Gemara concludes: 
Indeed, it is difficult. 


Ameimar taught the previous discussion as follows: Rabba bar 
bar Hana said an alternative version of the discussion: For a joy- 
ous social gathering one is permitted to enter immediately. The 
Gemara poses a question: But isn’t it taught in a baraita: For 
joyous celebrations and for joyous social gatherings, one must 
wait thirty days? 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This ruling, of the 
baraita, is referring to an initial gathering," when the mourner is 
the first in the group of friends to host. The baraita teaches that in 
such a situation the mourner is required to wait thirty days before 
doing so. That ruling, of Rabba bar bar Hana, is referring to a 
reciprocal gathering. The mourner’s friends have already hosted 
these gatherings, and now it is his turn to host. Since he is required 
to host such a gathering for his colleagues, he need not postpone 
it. Rather, he may host the group immediately." 


The baraita continues: With regard to all other deceased relatives, 
one rends his garment the length of a handbreadth, and that 
suffices. In the case of his father or mother, he must rend his 
garment until he reveals his heart.’ Rabbi Abbahu said: What 
is the verse that teaches that the rent must be a handbreadth? 
“And David took hold of his clothes and rent them” (11 Samuel 
1:11), and taking hold cannot be done for a garment less than a 


handbreadth. 


ended. However, one mourning for his father or mother may 
not host such a gathering under any circumstances for twelve 
months. With regard to a joyous mitzva celebration, if there is 
a concern that the event will not take place at all if he will no 
attend, such as when two orphans get married, then he may go, 
provided it takes place after the thirty-day mourning period. 

A mourner may take part in a mitzva feast that is no 
especially joyful, such as a meal after a circumcision or for the 
redemption of the first born, even during the seven days o 
mourning, provided he does not have to leave his house. How- 
ever, the custom is for a mourner not to take part in any feas 
outside of his house for twelve months. 

If one’s son is being circumcised or if the mourner is perform- 
ing the circumcision, he may wear Shabbat clothes and join 
the feast, provided that it occurs after the thirty-day period 
of mourning (Rema). Some permit one mourning his parents 
to join a feast within twelve months, provided that he helps 
prepare the wedding or serves those in attendance in some 
way (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 391:2). 


Rending - 7p: One who is mourning a deceased relatives 


other than a parent is required to rend only his outer garment 
one handbreadth; if he tore his inner garment, it is acceptable 
after the fact (Pithei Teshuva, citing Keneset HaGedola), although 
others disagree and require him to tear his outer garment 
(Rabbi Akiva Eiger, citing Torat Hayyim). At the death of one’s 
father or mother, he is required to tear all of his garments until 
he exposes his heart. It is also the accepted practice to rend 
one’s garment on the left side over one’s father or mother and 
on the right side for other deceased relatives (Shakh, citing 
Maharshal). 

There is a dispute with regard to the term apikarsuto: Some 
say that it refers to an undergarment that is worn directly 
against the skin, and others say that it refers to an outer gar- 
ment. The accepted practice is never to rend an outer cloak; 
however an undergarment should be rent. The Rema writes 
that the Ashkenazic custom is to tear neither one’s outer gar- 
ment nor one’s innermost garment. Instead, one is required to 
tear his second outermost garment over a deceased relatives; 
over one’s father or mother, he must rend all the middle gar- 
ments between the outer one and the one closest to his body 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 340:9-10). 
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The baraita teaches further: With regard to all other deceased 
relatives, even if he is wearing ten garments, one on top of 
the other, he rends only his outer garment. But in the case of 
his father or mother, he must rend them all. Failure to rend his 
undergarment,™ however, does not invalidate the fulfillment of 
the mitzva. 


Both a man and a woman are required to rend their garments. 
Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: A woman first rends her inner 
garment and turns it around, so that the tear is on her back. And 
only afterward does she rend her outer garment, so that she does 
not expose her chest." 


With regard to all other deceased relatives, if one wishes he may 
rip apart his garment on the hem,™ rather than merely expand- 
ing the neck hole, so that the tear stands out distinctly from the 
opening of the garment. If he wishes not to do this, he does not 
rip apart the hem in this manner. That is to say, one may simply 
enlarge the neck hole, although rending a garment in this way 
makes the tear less prominent. In the case of one’s father or 
mother, however, he must always rip apart the hem. 


Rabbi Yehuda says: Any rending that does not rip apart his 
garment on the hem of the garment is nothing other than a 
frivolous rent of no significance, as it must be evident that one 
has rent his garment in mourning and that the rent is not merely 
an imperfection in the garment. Rabbi Abbahu said: Whatis the 
reason for Rabbi Yehuda’s opinion? As it is written: “And he 
took hold of his own clothes and he rent them in two pieces’ 
(u Kings 2:12). From that which is stated: “And he rent,” do I 
not know that he rent them in two? Rather, these words teach 
that the rent clothes must appear as if they were torn into two 
pieces, i.e., the tear must be obvious and visible. 


J 


The baraita continues: With regard to all other deceased relatives, 
one may tack the tear with rough stitches after seven days, and 
one may join the edges more carefully after thirty days. But in 
the case of one’s father or mother, he may tack the tear only after 
thirty days, and he may never again join the edges more carefully. 
A woman, however, may tack the tear immediately, due to her 
honor, for it would be dishonorable for her to be seen with torn 
garments." 


When Ravin came from Fretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he said that 
Rabbi Yohanan said: With regard to all other deceased relatives, 
if one wishes, he may rend his garment with his hand; and if 
he wishes, he may rend it with a utensil in a way that will pre- 
serve it. But in the case of his father or mother, he must rend his 
garment with his hand in a manner that will utterly ruin it." 


HALAKHA 


How does a woman rend her garment - AW nyp Td: A 
woman is required to rend all of her garments, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar. However, these 
tears should not be one directly under the another in a manner 
that exposes her body. If a woman cannot turn some of her 
garments around, then she is not required to tear all of them 
(Arukh HaShulhan; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 340:11). 


Ripping apart on the hem - naw 2 Dran: Some say that 
over deceased relatives one is not required to rip on the hem, 
in accordance with the opinion of the first tanna, and therefore 
one may leave the hem of the garment intact and tear only 
below it. However, for one’s father or mother one is required 
to tear the edge of the garment. Others say that the halakha is 
in accordance with Rabbi Yehuda, and one must tear the hem 
of the garment for any relative (Mordekhai). This opinion is the 
basis for the common practice (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 340:12 
and in the comment of Rema). 


Sewing the tear — yp nvan: After the death of a man’s 
mother or father, he may tack ‘the tear rent in his garment 
only after thirty days, and he may never mend it. A woman 
may tack the tear immediately, due to her honor. For other 
deceased relatives, one may tack the tear with loose stitches 
after seven days, and he may mend it properly after thirty days. 
In some places, it is customary not to tack the tear within thirty 
days, even for rents torn for a relative other than a parent. In 
such a place, the ends of the tear may not be attached even 
with a safety pin (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 340:15, and in the 
comment of Rema). 


Rending by hand or with a utensil - doa ix Pa AYP: 
Over deceased relatives, one may tear the garment by 
hand or with a utensil, but over one’s father or mother 
one must tear the garment by hand (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 340114). 
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NOTES 

Undergarment - imax: According to the geonim, cited 
by the Arukh and the Ramban, this word refers to undergar- 
ments worn directly on one's skin, which are not important 
enough to have the same status as other clothes. Others 
explain this term as having the opposite meaning, i.e., it refers 
to an outer garment or a type of cloak that was worn only for 
honor, and therefore it was not considered to be an ordinary 
garment (Ra‘avad; Sefer HaMeorot; Ritva; Meiri). There are 
also those who hold that this refers to a turban whose ends 
rests on the neck (Rashi, from manuscript; Tosefot HaRosh). 


On the hem [safa] - mw "2p: Some explain that the safa 
mentioned here is the opening of the garment around the 
neck, and the phrase: On the hem, means in front of it. In 
other words, according to this understanding one should 
not rend his garment from the neck, since he appears to be 
enlarging this opening. Instead, he should rend his garment 
near this opening, so that the rending will be more apparent 
(Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Rashi). Others explain 
that the expression refers to the hem itself, which if not torn 
will leave the top of the tear closed. In that case, the tear will 
appear more like a hole and the garment will not look like 
it has been torn (Rid; Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; Ran). 


LANGUAGE 
Undergarment [apikarsuto] — imp19x: Apparently from 
the Greek émtkapotov, epikarsiyon, meaning a striped 
garment. The Sages generally use the word to refer to an 
undergarment. 
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NOTES 

On the inside and on the outside — ynan D931: Some 
explain that the term outside in this context means in public, 
and the term inside means that one may rend his garment 
even inside his house (Rashi, from manuscript; Commen- 
ary on Moed Katan). Others explain that the term inside 
means under his other garments, and in this case one is 
not required to make the tear noticeable on the outside 
(Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Rabbi Yitzhak ibn Giat). 
Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel, the Rambam, and the Meiri 
give both explanations for these terms. 


Removal from the right and the left -bxaw pan ayn: 
Removing one’s garment from the right shoulder does not 
appear to be a display of mourning, as sometimes a person 
will do so when carrying a load or performing another type 
of work. However, if one removes the left side of his garment, 
and even more so if he removes both sides, then it is clear 
that he is doing so as a sign of mourning (Rabbeinu Yeho- 
natan of Lunel; Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


His study hall ceases its regular study — bya iwy ma: 
The early authorities disagree as to whether this is done as 
a sign of mourning and is therefore practiced only for one 
day, like other acts of mourning for one’s teacher (Talmid 
Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris), or if it is done so that longer eulogies 
will be given and the public mourning will not be lessened 
in order to return to their studies. If the reason is the latter, 
the custom should apply for the entire seven-day mourning 
period, during which the deceased is spoken about and 
praised (Ramban; Tosefot HaRosh). 


HALAKHA 
Rending on the inside and on the outside - D537 AYP 
yanan: Over deceased relatives, one may tear his garments 
in private, As the tear need not be visible to others, the inside 
of the garment may be torn. However, over one’s father or 
mother, one must tear the garment in public. The tear should 
be on the outside of the garment, so that it will be visible to 
others (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 34013). 


Rending over the Nasi - ww) by myryp: One has the same 
obligations for one’s father and for a Nasi with regard to 
removing one’s garment from one’s shoulder, having the 
tear visible to others, and mending the tear (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 340:17). 


Mourning over the leaders of the generation - hin by bar 
‘1777: When a Sage dies, his study hall ceases its regular study, 
and he is spoken about and praised for seven days. Even after 
the eulogy, his students may not gather in the study hall. 
Instead, they study in pairs at home. However, other study 
halls are active, even during the time of these eulogies. When 
the president of the court dies, all the study halls in that city 
cease their regular study, and the members of these study 
halls change their seats in the synagogue. If the Nasi dies, 
then all the study halls in which he is eulogized cease their 
regular study. Even after the eulogies, they do not enter the 
study hall, but study in pairs at home. The residents of the 
city pray in the mourner’s house; however, they come to the 
synagogue for Torah reading. Today, when there is no Nasi 
and no Sanhedrin, these mourning customs are not prac- 
ticed (Arukh HaShulhan; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 344:18). 
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And Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: With 
regard to all other deceased relatives, one rends his garment 
on the inside, meaning, he rends his inner garment and not nec- 
essarily his outermost garment. In the case of one’s father or 
mother, however, he must rend the garment on the outside, i.e., 
the outermost garment.“ Rav Hisda said: And likewise, over a 
Nasi, one is required to rend his garment as he does over his father. 


The Gemara raises an objection from a baraita in which it was 
taught: The halakhot of rending for the death of other people 
referred to in the baraita, e.g., a Nasi, a president of the court, or 
one’s teacher, were likened to the halakhot of rending for one’s 
father or mother only with regard to the issue of carefully rejoin- 
ing the edges of the rent, as in all of these cases it is prohibited to 
mend one’s garment with precise stitches. 


What, is this baraita not also referring even to one who rends 
his garment for the Nasi? The Gemara rejects this: No, the baraita 
is referring to the other people, aside from one who rends his 
garment for the Nasi, as rending for the Nasi is the same as rending 
for one’s father with regard to all aspects of the rending." 


It was related that the Nasi died, and Rav Hisda said to Rav 
Hanan bar Rava: Turn the mortar over and stand on it, and 
show the rent to everyone. Everyone will then rend his garment 
in this manner, as everyone is required to rend his garment over 
the death of the Nasi. 


§ It was further taught: For mourning a Sage, one removes his 
garment from the right shoulder. For the president of the court? 
he removes his garment from the left shoulder. For the Nasi 
he removes his garment from here and from here, from both 
shoulders." 


The Sages taught the following baraita: When a Sage dies, his 
study hall ceases its regular study" as a sign of mourning over 
him. When the president of the court dies, all of the study 
halls in his city cease their regular study, and everyone enters 
the synagogue and changes their places there as a sign of mourn- 
ing over him. Those who ordinarily sitin the north should sit in 
the south, and those who ordinarily sit in the south should 
sit in the north. When a Nasi dies, all study halls cease their 
regular study. On Shabbat, the members of the synagogue 
enter the synagogue for public Torah reading, which requires a 
congregation of ten,” 


BACKGROUND 


A Sage [Hakham] and the president of the court - 4x1 037 
ptr: When used as a specific title, and not just as an ordinary 
honorific term, the word hakham can have either of two mean- 
ings. In certain cases, it refers to the rabbi of a city or of a specific 
synagogue. However, in the context of this Gemara, the term 
seems relate to the basic structure of the court, which replaced 
the Sanhedrin after the destruction of the Temple, and could 
therefore be translated as court officer. 

The head of the court was the Nasi, who was a descendent 
of Hillel the Elder. In addition to being the head of the court, 
he was a political leader for the Jews in Eretz Yisrael and rep- 
resented them to the foreign authorities. The Nasi could trace 
his lineage back to the Davidic line, and the position therefore 
represented the kingship of the house of David. Similarly, the 
Exilarch in Babylonia, who also descended from the Judean 
kings, was a reminder of the Davidic kingship, and the halakhot 
of mourning a Nasi applied to him as well. The honor shown to 


the Nasi was not only due to his Torah knowledge and his char- 
acter traits, but also, to a large extent, because he represented 
independent Jewish rule. 

The president of the court [av beit din] was considered to 
be second to the Nasi in terms of honor. His job was to actually 
head the central court. After the generation of Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi, the president of the court was also the head of the 
central study hall, and he was therefore the spiritual leader of 
that generation. 

The Hakham mentioned in the Gemara refers to the third 
in command in the Sanhedrin. The Hakham was often one of 
the brightest scholars, but did not have the official position 
as the head of the study hall. The Gemara relates that these 
positions, and the honors associated with each one, were 
established during the time of Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel 1, 
and, with slight modifications, they continued to exist for many 
generations. 
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and seven people read" from the Torah. And then they leave 
and pray on their own. Rabbi Yehoshua ben Korha says: It is 
not that they stroll afterward in the marketplace, but rather 
they sit at home in silent mourning. 


And furthermore, one may not speak about halakha" or 
aggada in a house of mourning, as this is an activity that 
brings people joy." It was said of Rabbi Hananya ben Gam- 
liel" that he would speak about halakha and aggada in a 


house of mourning. 


§ The Sages taught the following baraita: During the first 
week after his bereavement, the mourner may not go out" of 
the opening of his house." During the second week, he may 
go out, but he may not sit in his usual place" in the synagogue. 
During the third week, he may sit in his usual place but he 
may not speak. During the fourth week, he is like any other 
person." 


Rabbi Yehuda says: They did not need to say that during 
the first week the mourner may not go out of the opening of 
his house. This teaches us nothing new, as at that time every- 
one goes into his house to console him. Rather, during the 
second week, he may not go out of the opening of his house. 
During the third week, he may go out, but he may not sit in 
his usual place in the synagogue. During the fourth week, he 
may sit in his usual place, but he may not speak. During the 
fifth week, he is like any other person. 


NOTES 


And seven read — myaw pripi: Some write that they would 
each pray alone at home (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola, 
Rashi; Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; Commentary on Moed 
Katan). Others say that they would pray in the mourner’s house, 
but they would go to read the Torah in the synagogue (Ritva; 
see Divrei David). 


One may not speak about halakha - Ayia DNN prs: This 
refers to the weekdays during the mourning period. However, 
many understand that halakha should not be discussed even 
on Shabbat. The Ran explains that the reason is that if people 
become engaged in Torah study they may forget about their 
mourning. A similar explanation is offered by the Ramban and 
Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel. The Ritva mentions an explana- 
ion based on tractate Semahot, according to which this state- 
ment is a continuation of what was stated above with regard 
o the death of a Nasi. 


Rabbi Hananya ben Gamliel, etc. - ^3) Dyba 12 7330 aN: 
t appears that this applies specifically to Shabbat, and Rabbi 
Hanina’s practice was in accordance with the opinion that 


One may not speak about halakha — ^D) Tyaaw DNN px: 
One may not speak about halakha or aggada in the house of a 
mourner (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 378:7). 


First and second week, etc. — 1319371 px y14w: During the 
first week of mourning, a mourner may not leave his house, 
even to attend a wedding or circumcision ceremony. Some are 
lenient and permit him to go out at night if there is a reason- 
able need to do so. The prohibition against leaving the house 
applies only to one who goes to stroll or to engage in business. 
However, one who goes at the order of the ruler or in other 
cases of great need is permitted to leave, and this is the com- 
mon practice (Rema). 


During the second week, the mourner may leave his house. 
However, he may neither sit in his ordinary seat nor may he 


HALAKHA 


mourning does not apply on Shabbat at all Jerusalem Talmud). 
This is discussed in 23b as well. 


During the first week [shabbat] the mourner may not go out, 
etc. -NDI NY i IPN MWK Naw hax: Some explain that in this 
context the word shabbat means week (Rashi; Jalmid Rabbeinu 
Yehiel of Paris). However, others say that the word shabbat here 
refers to Shabbat itself, and during the other days of the week 
a mourner may leave his house if he needs to do so (Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan of Lunel; Ra’avad; Ran). 


May not go out of the opening of his house - nnan xyi idy 
inva: With regard to this issue, there are different customs for 
the residents of Babylonia and Eretz Yisrael. In Babylonia, it was 
the practice for the mourners to go to the synagogue every 
day. However, in Eretz Yisrael the custom was for mourners not 
to attend synagogue but to host a prayer group in their home. 
This is the common practice today (see Meiri). 


He may not sit in his place — inipna awi ire: This halakha 
applies in any place with assigned seats, e.g., the synagogue 
and the study hall (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


speak. During the third week he may sit in his regular seat, 
but may not speak. Alternatively, he may choose not to sit 
in his regular seat and is then permitted to speak. It is the 
accepted practice that a mourner does not sit in his ordinary 
seat for the entirety of the thirty-day period of mourning over 
a relative; when mourning one's father or mother this practice 
lasts for twelve months. Although this custom has no basis in 
the Gemara, it is not proper to deviate from the local custom 
(Rema). During the fourth week, the mourner is like everyone 
else. 

For the purposes of these halakhot, the weeks are not 
counted from the beginning of the mourning, but rather from 
the beginning of the week, e.g. the Sunday after the third week 
ends is counted as the beginning of the fourth week (Shu/han 
Arukh, Yoreh De'a 393:2). 
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NOTES 


Itis prohibited to marry...until three Festivals pass - no% 
mbn nghy voy mayey -w..rer: Several reasons for this 
decree are mentioned by Tosafot: This decree is either so 
that the mourner will not forget his first wife or so that when 
he is with his new wife he will not still be thinking about 
his previous wife. Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel and the 
Ramban explain similarly. 

It is also suggested that the mourner must wait this 
amount of time so that he will not constantly tell his new 
wife about his previous wife's actions. Some explain that 
since the Sages said that one's wife dies over unfulfilled 
vows, the mourning period lasts for three Festivals in order 
to correspond to vows, which remain in effect for the same 
amount of time (see Ramban). 

Others explain that the mourner will forget his previous 
wife due to the joy of the three Festivals. This is the basis 
for those who say that these three Festivals do not refer 
specifically to the pilgrimage Festivals, but to any days that 
interrupt the mourning. 

The early authorities write that this halakha applies spe- 
cifically to a man. When a woman's husband dies, she is 
not required to wait for three Festivals to pass before she 
remarries. Several explanations are offered for this difference. 
Some explain that it is the ordinary way of the world for a 
man to pursue a woman and not the opposite. Therefore, 
when a woman finds someone who wishes to marry her, 
it is preferable not to delay the marriage, since she does 
not know when her next opportunity will arise (Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan of Lunel; see Shakh on Yoreh De'a 392:2). 


BACKGROUND 


Ironing — 37a: The origin of this word is unclear, and it has 
been compared to similar words in other languages, yet no 
exact match has been found. There are different opinions 
as to exactly which activity this is. It is clear that it involved 
taking a worn, dirty garment and making it look as though 
it were new. This includes laundering the garment with 
specific substances, e.g., soap, laundering soda, or the like, 
and pressing it flat with a stone or piece of metal. 


Press - W231: 


Fresco of a laundry press from Pompeii during the time of the Mishna 
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Q The Sages taught another baraita: During the entire thirty- 
day period of mourning, it is prohibited to marry." If one’s wife 
died, it is prohibited to marry another wife until three 
Festivals pass" since her death." Rabbi Yehuda says: Until the 
first and second Festivals have passed, he is prohibited from 
marrying; before the third Festival, however, he is permitted 
to do so. 


And if he does not have children, he is permitted to marry 
another wife immediately due to the need to not neglect 
the mitzva to be fruitful and multiply. Since he has not yet 
fulfilled the mitzva of procreation, he is still required to marry 
a wife. Any delay might result in a lost opportunity for marriage. 
Similarly, if his wife died and left him young children, he is 
permitted to marry another wife immediately, so that she 
might take care of them. 


There was an incident when the wife of Yosef the Priest died, 
and he said to her sister at the cemetery immediately after 
the funeral: Go and care for your sister’s children. In other 
words, he alluded that he wished to marry her immediately. But 
even though he married her immediately, he did not engage 
in sexual relations with her for a long time afterward. The 
Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the term: A long time? 
Rav Pappa said: After thirty days. 


§ The Sages taught yet another baraita: During the entire 
thirty-day period of mourning, it is prohibited to wear ironed? 
garments, whether they are new garments or old garments 
taken out of the press," as ironed garments appear to be 
new. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi disagrees and says: The Sages 
prohibited wearing only new garments. Rabbi Elazar, son 
of Rabbi Shimon, says: They prohibited wearing only new 
white garments. 


HALAKHA 


Marriage of a mourner — bax by prgn: It is prohibited for 
a mourner to remarry during the thirty-day mourning period. 
After thirty days, he may marry and have a wedding feast, even 
if he is mourning for his father or mother. Some say that one 
may even betroth a woman on the day of the death itself, as 
long as he does not prepare a feast. However, others say that a 
mourner may not betroth a woman within thirty days, and this 
is the accepted opinion (Rema, citing Rosh and Ramban). It is 
permitted to arrange a marriage within thirty days (Shakh; Bah; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 392:1). 


Marriage after his wife's death - inwy nin ans) pwn: Ifa 
man’s wife dies then he is not permitted to remarry until three 
Festivals have passed; the Eighth Day of Assembly is considered 
to be its own Festival in this regard (Dagul Merevava). Similarly, 
some say that Rosh HaShana and Yom Kippur are also con- 
sidered to be Festivals for this purpose (Taz), however others 
disagree (Arukh HaShulhan). 

If one has not yet fulfilled the mitzva to procreate, or if he has 
young children, or if he needs someone to care for him, then he 
may betroth a woman immediately and marry her after seven 
days. However, some say that betrothing is also prohibited until 


the initial seven days of mourning have passed (Shakh). In such 
a case, he should not engage in sexual relations with his second 
wife until the thirty-day period of mourning has concluded, 
unless he has not fulfilled the mitzva of procreation. 

Some say that even if one is wealthy and can hire many ser- 
vants, he may marry before the established time if he is lonely 
without a wife. It is then considered as if he has no one to care 
for him. This is the basis for the common practice for people to 
remarry before the established time. However, one who is able 
to wait should be strict with himself (Rema). 

A woman whose husband dies is not required to wait for 
three Festivals. Instead, with regard to the laws of mourning, 
she is permitted to marry even within thirty days. However, 
she is required to wait three months in case she is pregnant, in 
order to determine the father of the child (Shakh, citing the Rif; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 392:2). 


Ironed garment - y71419 732: For thirty days, a mourner is pro- 
hibited from wearing or spreading underneath himself a white, 
new, ironed garment, even if it is made of linen. This ruling is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi 
Shimon (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 389:5). 
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The Gemara relates that Abaye went out while he was in mourning 
in an old white garment, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi. Rava, on the other hand, went out in a new, red 
Roman cloak," as he acted in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Shimon. 
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It was taught in the mishna: This is because the Sages said that 
Shabbat counts as one of the days of mourning, but it does not 
interrupt the mourning period, which continues after Shabbat. It 
is stated that with regard to mourning on Shabbat, there is a differ- 
ence in practice between the residents of Judea and the residents 
of the Galilee.’ These say: 


Cloak — ayya: Some explain that this refers to a type of shirt 


y garment made of silk or another similar material (Rabbi Shlomo 
(Rashi; Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). Others claim that it is a 


ben HaYatom). 


The residents of Judea and the residents of the Galilee -33 Judea, the Galilee, and the East Bank of the Jordan, each of which 
xd 490 7797»: In the times when the Jewish community was _ had its own geography, climate, and traditions. 
well established in Eretz Yisrael, it was divided into three parts: 


Map of the three regions of Eretz Yisrael 
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There is some mourning on Shabbat, i.e., with regard to mourning 
rites that can be observed privately in the mourner’s home and will 
go unnoticed by other people; whereas those say: There is no 
mourning on Shabbat" at all. 
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The Gemara explains: The ones who said that there is some mourn- 
ing on Shabbat rely on that which is taught, that Shabbat counts 
as one of the days of mourning, implying that some degree of 
mourning applies on that day. The ones who said that there is no 
mourning on Shabbat at all base this on that which is taught that 
Shabbat does not interrupt the mourning period. 


disagree about the meaning of the expression: There is mourning 
on Shabbat. There are those who say that this means that all of 
the halakhot of mourning, in their entirety, apply on Shabbat as 
they do during weekdays (Ramban). The Ra'avad holds that the 
customs of mourning do not obligate one to mourn Shabbat. 
Some hold that mourning is voluntary on Shabbat, while others 
have a custom that mourning is prohibited. 

However, most of the early authorities hold that the disagree- 
ment in the Gemara is only whether mourning applies to what 
is done in private on Shabbat (Tosafot; Ritva). With regard to the 


Festival there is a mitzva to be joyous, but on Shabbat the mitzva 
is to delight, which is of lesser intensity (see Sheʻiltot). Therefore, 
it is possible for the mourner to mourn in his heart while still 
delighting in Shabbat. Alternatively, it is stated in the Jerusalem 
Talmud, with regard to the verse: “The blessing of the Lord makes 
rich, and toil [etzev] adds nothing to it’ (Proverbs 10:22) that “the 
blessing of the Lord” is Shabbat, which God blessed when He 
created the world. “And toil [etzev] adds nothing to it” means 
hat one does not makes one's self sad [/ehitatzev] on Shabbat 
at all. 


rom the publisher 


Cloak [himutzeta] - xmyvn: This word appears to be 


Semitic and is similar to the Arabic dares, hamisa, a type 
of robe that is decorated around the edges. 


BB valley J Mountain P) Ptain 


3272p): MOED KATAN: PEREK III: 23B 155 


This file may no 


NOTES 


But isn’t it taught that Shabbat counts [ola] - xdx) 
mip amp XT: The proofs brought in this discussion, 
which are based on close readings of the language of 
the mishna, are not entirely clear. The early authorities 
attempt to explain them in several different ways (see 
Tosafot) but many of them have difficulty explaining this 
sentence. The Rid goes so far as to say that the sentence 
is an error and should be erased from the text. This also 
appears to be the opinion of the Ra‘avad. 

However, there are those who explain that the word 
ola, counted, has two different meanings. It either 
means that Shabbat is counted as one of the days of 
mourning, and all the halakhot of mourning apply on 
it, or it means that Shabbat is counted in the mourning 
period, even though mourning is not practiced on it. 
Based on this distinction, it would have been more cor- 
rect to state explicitly that it counts toward the number 
[ola min haminyan]. However, since the expression: 
Do not count [ainam olim], is used in the end of the 
mishna, the tanna did not wish to alter the style. This 
is the opinion of Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris, and a 
similar statement is made in Tosefot HaRosh in the name 
of Rabbeinu Tam. 


One whose deceased relative is laid out before him - 
wah bpm imaw "3: There are two types of mourning 
recognized by halakha: One type is known as acute 
mourning, which applies from the time of death until 
he burial. It appears that the halakhot of acute mourn- 
ing are meant to enable the mourner to properly pre- 
pare for and organize the burial. Since it is a mitzva to 
arrange the burial, the mourner is exempt from all other 
mitzvot. Alternatively, the rationale for the acute mourn- 
er's exemption from mitzvot is that it is not appropriate 
or the relatives to continue their lives in an ordinary 
manner before the deceased has been buried. These 
wo reasons are discussed explicitly in the Jerusalem 
Talmud. The second type of mourning is the ordinary 
period of mourning that begins once the deceased 
has been buried, and it includes all the ways that the 
mourner expresses pain over his deceased relative. 


And he neither eats meat, etc. - 131 Wa baix ix: 
The Ran writes that the food restrictions are so that he 
will not get carried away with his eating and delay the 
burial. Since the halakhot of mourning do not yet apply 
o him, the prohibition against eating meat is not a sign 
of mourning. 


And he does not recite a blessing — 1122 px: Some 
say that this statement means that the acute mourner 
should not recite a blessing before eating his food 
because he is exempt from performing mitzvot (Rashi, 
rom manuscript; Rashi on tractate Berakhot; Ran). Oth- 
ers write that the mourner is required to recite a blessing 
before eating, as it is not appropriate for him to benefit 
rom the world without doing so (Kolbo). Instead, this 
phrase in the baraita means that he may not recite a 
blessing on behalf of others (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola; Rashi). Others claim that it refers specifically to 
he Grace after Meals, which he does not recite (Talmid 
Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


And they do not recite a blessing over him — px} 
voy p272: Tosefot HaRosh explain that no blessing 
may be recited on his behalf, for not only should he not 
recite a blessing, but others should not even fulfill his 
obligation for him. 


And he is exempt from the recitation of Shema - "51 
yaw ngA: In the Jerusalem Talmud, in tractate Berak- 
hot, an allusion is offered for this based on the verse: "So 
that you remember the day you left Egypt all the days of 
your life” (Deuteronomy 16:3). This means that you are 
obligated to remember the Exodus and recite Shema 
only on days during which you are involved in life, and 
not when you are occupied with the dead. 
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The latter argue as follows: If it should enter your mind to say 
that there is some mourning on Shabbat, there is a difficulty, 
for now that it has been stated that actual mourning applies on 
Shabbat, is it necessary to teach us that this day does not interrupt 
the mourning period? Rather, the conclusion must be that there 
is no mourning on Shabbat whatsoever. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in the mishna that Shabbat 
counts" as one of the days of mourning, implying that it is just 
like the other days of mourning, and at least some mourning rites 
are practiced on it? The Gemara answers: Since the mishna wished 
to teach in the latter clause that the days of a Festival do not 
count toward the requisite days of mourning, it taught also in the 
first clause that Shabbat counts as one of the days of mourning, 
although no mourning rites are practiced on it. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the ones who said that there 
is some mourning on Shabbat, isn’t it taught in the mishna that 
it does not interrupt the mourning period, which would have 
been unnecessary to say if the mourning rites are practiced on it? 
The Gemara answers: This was not necessary for itself, but due to 
the fact that the since the mishna wished to teach in the latter 
clause that the Festivals interrupt the mourning, it taught also in 
the first clause that Shabbat does not interrupt it. 


The Gemara asks: Let us say that this is parallel to a dispute 
between tanna’im with regard to whether or not some mourning 
rites are observed even on Shabbat, for it was taught in a baraita: 
One whose deceased relative is laid out before him™ eats in 
another room. If he does not have another room, he eats in the 
house of a friend. If he does not have a friend’s house available, 
he makes a partition ten handbreadths high between him and 
the deceased, so that he may eat. Ifhe does not have material with 
which to make a partition, he averts his face from the dead and 
eats. 


And in any case, he does not recline while he eats, as reclining is 
characteristic of a festive meal; and he neither eats meat" nor 
drinks wine; and he does not recite a blessing" before eating to 
exempt others from their obligation; and he does not recite the 
formula to invite the participants in the meal to join together in 
the Grace after Meals, and they do not recite a blessing over him" 
nor do others invite him to join in the Grace after Meals, as he 
cannot be a member of the three required to recite the formula. 
And he is exempt from the recitation of Shema," and from 
the Amida prayer, and from donning phylacteries, and from 
performing all of the mitzvot mentioned in the Torah. 


HALAKHA 


One whose deceased relative is laid out before him — 1 
"a bon inaw: If one's relative has died but has not yet been 
buried, then he is referred to as an acute mourner. During this 
time he may not eat in the same room as the body. Instead, 
he must eat in a different room. If he does not have another 
room, he should eat in the house of a friend. If he does not have 
a friend with a house, then he should make a partition, even 
out of a sheet, and then he may eat. If he has nothing with which 
to make a partition, he should avert his face, and then he may 
eat. 

Until the deceased is buried, an acute mourner may not recline 
and eat, he may not eat meat, and he may not drink wine. He does 
not recite the blessing before eating bread. Other people may not 
recite a blessing on his behalf or invite him to join them in Grace 
after Meals, and he is exempt from all the mitzvot stated in the 
Torah. This is the case even if the acute mourner is not required to 
make preparations for the burial, and even when he is in a differ- 
ent city from the deceased. However, if there is a group of people 
in that city who are responsible for the burial of the dead and the 
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preparations for burial, known today as the hevra kadisha, then 
once he gives over the body to them he immediately becomes 
obligated in all mitzvot (Peri Megadim; Hokhmat Adam; Sha‘arei 
Teshuva; Derekh HaHayyim, Mishna Berura). 

One who is an acute mourner on Shabbat or a Festival may 
eat meat or drink wine if he wishes (Rema). Similarly, on Shabba 
he recites blessings, is obligated in all the mitzvot, and goes to 
pray in the synagogue. However, he may not engage in sexua 
relations. If he sets out on Shabbat to walk to the city limit, so 
that he can prepare for the burial immediately once Shabba 
ends, then the prohibitions pertaining to acute mourning apply 
to him immediately, even though Shabbat has not yet ended. 
Similarly, if he wishes to hire gentile workers to perform the buria 
on the first day of a Festival, and all the more so on the second 
day of the Festival in the Diaspora, then all the halakhot of acute 
mourning apply to him. Some say that if a rabbi dies and has no 
yet been buried, his student is prohibited to eat meat or to drink 
wine on weekdays (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 3411, and in the 
comment of Rema). 
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But on Shabbat he reclines at the meal, as per his custom, and 
eats; and he eats meat and drinks wine; and he recites bless- 
ings to exempt others from their obligation; and he recites the 
formula to invite the participants in the meal to join together 
in the Grace after Meals, and others may recite blessings 
on his behalf and invite him to join in the Grace after Meals. 
And he is also obligated in the recitation of Shema, and in 
the Amida prayer, and in the mitzva of phylacteries,. and in 
all the mitzvot mentioned in the Torah. Rabban Gamliel 
says: Since he is obligated to fulfill these mitzvot associated 
with Shabbat, he is obligated to fulfill all" of the mitzvot on 
Shabbat. 


Rabban Gamliel’s statement is vague. The following clarifies it: 
Rabbi Yohanan said: The practical difference between them, 
the opinion of the anonymous first tanna and Rabbi Yohanan’s 
opinion, is with regard to sexual relations. According to Rab- 
ban Gamliel, the acute mourner is obligated in the mitzva to 
engage in marital intercourse with his wife on Shabbat, just as 
he is obligated in all the other mitzvot. 


The Gemara asks: What, is it not with regard to this issue 
that they disagree:" Is it not that one Sage, the anonymous first 
tanna, holds that there is some mourning on Shabbat 
with regard to private issues, and therefore the mourner does 
not engage in sexual relations; and one Sage, Rabban Gamliel, 
holds that there is no mourning on Shabbat at all? 


The Gemara rejects this argument: From where do you reach 
this conclusion? Perhaps the first tanna is saying that it is 
prohibited for the grieving relative to engage in sexual relations 
in the case dealt with only there, because his deceased relative 
is laid out before him and has not yet been buried. But here, 
with regard to the period of mourning, when his dead has been 
buried and is no longer laid out before him, sexual relations 
are not prohibited. 


And alternatively, perhaps Rabban Gamliel is saying that 
the grieving relative is permitted to engage in sexual relations 
only there, where the halakhot of mourning have not yet 
taken effect, as mourning begins only after the burial. But here, 
where the halakhot of mourning have already taken effect, he 
may also prohibit sexual relations. 


Rabbi Yohanan asked of Shmuel: Is there some mourning on 
Shabbat or is there no mourning on Shabbat at all?" He said 
to him: There is no mourning on Shabbat at all. 


Mourning on Shabbat - nawa mba: On Shabbat, the 
restrictions of mourning apply in private. This is the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan, and the halakha is in accordance with 
him, even when he argues against Rav and Shmuel. This is 
also the halakha according to a similar discussion in tractate 


Ketubot. 


Therefore, a mourner is prohibited from engaging in sexual 
relations or bathe even on Shabbat. However, he may not show 
any public signs of mourning, and therefore he may not wrap 
his head in mourning like the Ishmaelites (Rema). He wears 
shoes, sets his bed upright, and does not wear a torn garment. 


HALAKHA 


If he has no other garment, then he should reverse the garment 
so that the tear is in the back. 

Torah study is prohibited, as it is considered a private matter. 
However, he may read the Torah portion twice and its transla- 
tion once, as this type of study is considered to be similar to the 
recitation of the Shema. If the mourner is called to the Torah, he 
should go up to the Torah, for not going is a public display of 
mourning. Similarly, one who is called to the Torah every week 
ora priest in a synagogue where there are no other priests may 
also read from the Torah (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 400:1, and 
in the comment of Rema). 


NOTES =————————_- 
And he is obligated in phylacteries - pana amy: The 
early authorities ask how one can be obligated to wear 
phylacteries on Shabbat when phylacteries are not worn by 
anyone on Shabbat. Because of this difficulty, some explain 
that this expression should be erased (Rashi, from manu- 
script). Others say that this obligation is mentioned only here 
because the baraita is speaking in general terms. Yet others 
say that it teaches the halakha for the intermediate days of 
a Festival (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris; Magen Avraham). 
Alternatively, this statement may be in accordance with the 
opinion of those tanna‘im who hold that phylacteries may 
be worn on Shabbat and Festivals. 


He is obligated to fulfill all — tea anima: The early authori- 
ies explain that this expression does not describe a true 
obligation. Instead, this expression in this context means 
hat performing mitzvot on Shabbat is permitted (Jalmid 
Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). However, there are those who say 
hat even the first tanna does not believe that any of these 
actions are prohibited. They explain that, according to the 
first tanna, these activities are permitted, and according 
o Rabban Gamliel there is an obligation to perform them 
(Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi). 


What, is it not with regard to this issue that they dis- 
agree - xen xpXita wd I: This question is based on the 
assumption that the halakha of acute mourning is included 
within the halakhot of ordinary mourning, and everything 
stated with regard to ordinary mourning applies also to 
acute mourning. The Gemara rejects this comparison and 
states that these are two separate concepts. One cannot 
derive the halakhot of one from other, neither to be lenient 
nor to be stringent (Ritva). 
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NOTES 


Liable to receive the death penalty - An an: The 
early authorities write that this phrase does not mean 
that such a mourner who engaged in sexual relations 
would actually be executed at the hand of Heaven, for 
doing so is not listed in tractate Sanhedrin among the 
sins that are punishable by death. Instead, it is meant to 
be a harsh expression that emphasizes the seriousness 
of the sin. This is similar to what is stated elsewhere: 
Anyone who transgresses the words of the Sages is 
iable to receive the death penalty (Ramban). All such 
cases are based on the verse: “One who breaks through 
a fence, a serpent shall bite him” (Ecclesiastes 10:8), as 
rabbinic law is considered a fence meant to protect the 
Torah (Talmid Rabbeinu Yehiel of Paris). 


That you not die...any other mourner, etc. - xy) 
ADIN K7...MWaN: The Ramban, in his glosses to Sefer 
HaMitzvot and in his commentary on the Torah, writes 
that the phrase: “That you not die,’ can be understood 
in two different ways. It can be understood either as a 
simple statement, or as a warning. 

As a statement, it means the following: You are no 
required to practice mourning. Despite the genera 
principle that one who is obligated to mourn and does 
not do so will receive the death penalty, you will no 
die because God commanded you not to mourn. Based 
on this, the Gemara concludes that others who are 
required to practice mourning and do not do so are 
liable to receive the death penalty. However, if it is a 
warning, it means: You are prohibited from practicing 
mourning, for if you practice mourning you will die. 


His corpse — in: Some explain that this word means 
his corpse; others say that it refers to his penis (Rashi, 
from manuscript; Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). Accord- 
ing to this second explanation, this man was punished 
measure for measure; he both sinned and was pun- 
ished through the same body part (Talmid Rabbeinu 
Yehiel of Paris). 


Peh, het, zayin are obligatory — main na: On Shabbat, 
a distinction is made between mourning practices that 
are public and those that are private. Alternatively, the 
distinction is between those actions that make it obvi- 
ous to others that one is mourning and those actions 
that are not noticeable signs of mourning (Ritva). 


HALAKHA 


The obligation to rend - mw» avn: A mourner is 
obligated to rend his garment over a deceased relative. 
This halakha is alluded to in the Bible but is a rabbinic 
enactment (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 8:1). 
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The Sages sat before Rav Pappa and said in the name of Shmuel: 
A mourner who engaged in sexual relations during his days of 
mourning is liable to receive the death penalty" at the hand of 
Heaven. Rav Pappa said to them: It was said that sexual relations 
are prohibited, but not that the offender is guilty of a capital 
crime. And the ruling was said in the name of Rabbi Yohanan, 
and not in the name of Shmuel. 


And ifyou heard a statement on this issue in the name of Shmuel, 
then you heard as follows: Rav Tahlifa bar Avimi said that 
Shmuel said: A mourner who did not let his hair grow wild 
and did not rend his garments" is liable to receive the death 
penalty at the hand of Heaven, as it is stated following the deaths 
of Nadab and Abihu concerning the surviving sons of Aaron: “Let 
not the hair of your heads go loose, neither rend your clothes, 
that you not die” (Leviticus 10:6). They were instructed not to 
mourn, so as not to interfere with the dedication of the Tabernacle. 
From here it may be deduced that any other mourner™ who did 
not let his hair grow wild or rend his clothes is liable to receive 
the death penalty. 


Rafram bar Pappa said: A Sage taught in Evel Rabbati,’ a sepa- 
rate tractate devoted to the halakhot of mourning: A mourner is 
prohibited from engaging in sexual relations during his days 
of mourning. There was an incident with one who engaged 
in sexual relations during his days of mourning and he was 
punished, for after his death pigs dragged away his corpse." 


Shmuel offered amnemonic device with regard to the observance 
of mourning rites on Shabbat, and said: Peh, het, zayin are 
obligatory." These letters combine to create a mnemonic standing 
for: Uncovering the head [periat rosh], reversing the torn garment 
[hazarat kera], and standing the bed upright [zekifat hamitta]. 
However, nun, tav, reish, which stand for: Wearing shoes [ne’ilat 
hasandal], marital relations [tashmish hamitta], and hand washing 
[rehitzat yadayim], are optional. 


This is explained: Uncovering the head, i.e., removing the head 
covering usually worn by a mourner; reversing the tear to the 
back, so that it will not be visible; and standing the bed upright 
in the usual position, so that it is not overturned, are all obligatory 
for the mourner to uphold in honor of Shabbat. However, wearing 
shoes, engaging in sexual relations, and washing one’s hands 
and feet in hot water in the evening are optional activities on 
Shabbat. If a mourner wishes to refrain from them he may do so. 
And Rav said: Uncovering the head is also an optional activity. 


Evel Rabbati - N31 baw: This is referring to one of the minor 
tractates not included in the six orders of Mishna. These tractates 
are primarily collections of baraitot organized according to topic. 
Evel Rabbati has fourteen chapters, though the early authorities 
apparently had a longer version. It deals with people who are 
near death, the halakhot of funerals, rending garments, eulogizing, 
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and mourning. The tractate is called Eve! Rabbati in order to dis- 
tinguish it from Evel Zutarti, which mostly deals with one who is 
dangerously ill. The tractate Eve! Rabbati is found in most versions 
of the Talmud with the other minor tractates, at the end of the 
order of Nezikin. Most early authorities refer to it euphemistically 
as the Tractate of Joys. 
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The Gemara asks: According to Shmuel, what is different about 
wearing shoes that it is optional? His reasoning presumably is that 
not everyone wears shoes at all times, and therefore not wearing 
shoes will not be perceived by others as a sign of mourning. If so, 
the same thing may be said about uncovering the head also, i.e., not 
everyone uncovers his head at all times, as some people always 
walk around with their heads wrapped. This, too, should not be seen 
as a clear display of mourning, and therefore uncovering one’s head 
should also be treated as optional. 


The Gemara answers: Shmuel conforms to his standard line of 
reasoning, for Shmuel said: Any rending of garments that is not 
done at the time of the most intense grief, i.e., the time of death, is 
not considered proper rending of garments." And any wrapping 
of the head that is not done in the manner of the wrapping of the 
Ishmaelites,® who wrap their heads on all sides, is not considered 
proper wrapping." Since Shmuel requires that a mourner wrap his 
head in this special manner, one who acts in this way on Shabbat 
openly displays his mourning, as people do not ordinarily wrap 
their heads in this manner. What is this wrapping? Rav Nahman 
demonstrated the procedure by covering up his face to the sides of 
the beard,” leaving only the center of his face exposed. 


Rabbi Ya’akov said that Rabbi Yohanan said: They taught that 
a mourner is required to remove his head covering on Shabbat 
only when he has no shoes on his feet, so that he not appear too 
obviously to be in mourning. But if he has shoes on his feet, then 


his shoes prove that he is not observing the rites of mourning 
on Shabbat. 


Rending garments at the time of most intense grief - y3? 
oven nywa: The primary mitzva for the mourner to rend his 
garments applies from the time of death until the burial. If one 
did not rend his garments during this time he may rend them 
anytime during the seven-day mourning period, as this entire 
time falls into the category of the most intense moment of 
grief. However, if did not rend his garments during the seven 
days either, he should not do so afterward. Over one's father or 
mother one is required to rend garments in their honor, even 
after this time, if he has not already done so (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 340; see Arukh HaShulhan). 


Sides of the beard — 37717 3a: Rashi and others explain that 
this refers to the indentations in the jaw slightly below the 
mouth. Rav Hai Gaon explains that this refers to the hair on the 
cheeks. The halakhic authorities disagree with regard to how 
and where this wrapping is performed: If it extends below the 


Wrapping for mourners — pax nay: A mourner is required 
to wrap his head with a scarf or shawl, and one corner should 
reach across his mouth and his nose. The mourner must keep 
this wrapping in place for the entire day, except for when others 
come to console him. At that time, he removes it as a sign of 
respect toward those who have come to visit him. The Rema 
writes that this is not the accepted practice in European regions, 
and one does not deviate from the local custom to act in a more 
stringent manner. However, it is appropriate to perform an act 
similar to wrapping, such as lowering one's hat over one’s face 
slightly (Shakh; Taz; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 386:1). 


mouth or not and whether or not the nose must be covered. 
Although for many generations it has not been the common 
practice to perform this wrapping as a sign of mourning, this 
style of wrapping still has practical ramifications with regard 
to the manner in which one must wrap one's prayer shawl. 


D | iD 
Wrapping of the Ishmaelites — Dhyn noy: Wrapping 
a shawl so that one side of the shawl rests on the shoulder is 
called Ishmaelite wrapping because nomadic Arabs would 
wrap themselves in this manner as protection from the cold 
or sand. 


Ishmaelite wrapping 
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NOTES 


He rent twelve garments on account of him - yp 
112 TDF aby: A similar story is related in the Jeru- 
salem Talmud, where it is added that Rabbi Yohanan 
took out his Shabbat clothes and tore them over 
the death of Rabbi Hanina. Apparently, many of the 
commentaries understood that he tore his clothes in 
this manner for many days. Each time he needed a 
new garment, he would tear it first (see Rashi, from 
manuscript; Haggahot Maimoniyyot). 


Of whom | was in fear — my2 KPH M77: Rashi 
and others explain that Shmuel was afraid of the chal- 
lenges that Rav raised against his opinions. Rabbi 
Shlomo ben HaYatom writes that he was awed and 
ashamed before him, due to Rav's greatness and wis- 
dom. The Ra’avad explains that as long as Rav was 
alive, Shmuel felt that he needed to be precise with 
his speech, as Rav, who was greater than him, would 
critique everything he said. Now that Rav passed 
away, Shmuel was afraid that he would err. 

The Maharsha describes a different type of fear, 
and writes that Shmuel said that Rav was the perfect 
Torah scholar, and the Sages said that one is required 
to fear Torah scholars, as fear of them is compared to 
the fear of Heaven. 


And if he comes to change clothing - X3 OX) 
pont: The Ra'avad writes that a mourner may 
change into another garment only if the first one 
requires laundering. The Meiri writes that one may 
change from a lightweight garment to a warmer one 
if the weather changes. This implies that a mourner 
may change garments only if there is a reason to 
do so. 


LANGUAGE 
Wool [mileta] - sop: Apparently from the Greek 
undwr, mèlotè, meaning wool. However, there are 
those who say that this word is related to the city of 
Miletus, which was a center for wool trading. 


Garments [itztelei] - Open: From the Greek otoAd, 
stola, meaning garment or cloak. 


HALAKHA 

Tears that may not be mended - oyy oy? 
Dmg: A garment that was torn in mourning over 
one’s father or mother may never be mended, even if 
it was not torn at the time of most intense grief. This 
is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Oshaya 
and based on a ruling in the Jerusalem Talmud (Rosh; 
Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 340714). 
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The Gemara returns to Shmuel’s statement that any rending of gar- 
ments that is not done at the time of most intense grief and pain is 
not considered proper rending of garments. The Gemara poses a 
question: But when they said to Shmuel that Rav had passed away, 
he rent twelve garments on account of him," and said: The man of 
whom I was in fear," owing to his great learning, has gone and died. 
Similarly, when they told Rabbi Yohanan’? that Rabbi Hanina® had 
passed away, he rent thirteen expensive wool [mileta]' garments 
[itztelei |‘ on account of him, and said: The man of whom I was in 
fear has gone. When each of these Sages received the news that their 
distinguished colleague had died, it was no longer the time of the most 
intense grief, i.e., the time of death, and yet they rent their garments. 


The Gemara answers: The Sages are different. Since their teachings 
are mentioned all the time, every time they are mentioned is like 
the time of most intense grief, as the pain over their death is once 
again renewed. 


Ravin bar Adda said to Rava: Your student, Rav Amram, said that 
it is taught in a baraita as follows: For all seven days of mourning, a 
mourner must keep the tear in his garment before him so that it will 
be seen. And if he comes to change clothing," he changes and rends 
the new garment. On Shabbat, he turns the tear to his back, and if 
he comes to change clothing, he changes but does not tear the 
second garment. From here it seems that there is an obligation to rend 
garments during the entire week of mourning, not only at the most 
intense moment of grief. 


The Gemara answers: When that baraita is taught, it is referring to 
the specific case of rending one’s garment in honor of his father or 
mother. Owing to the special honor due to one’s parents, it is inap- 
propriate for the child to wear a garment that is not torn. Conse- 
quently, ifhe changes clothing, he must tear the new garment, even if 
it is no longer the most intense time of grief. 


The Gemara asks: Those additional tears that are made in honor of 
one’s father or mother, may they be properly mended at the end of 
the son’s period of mourning, or may they not be properly mended, 
like the tear made for one’s father or mother at the most intense 
moment of grief? The Gemara answers: They disagree about this 
issue, the father of Rav Oshaya and bar Kappara. One said: They 
may not be mended, and one said: They may be mended." 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Yohanan — pmi 937; Rabbi Yohanan bar Nappaha was one of 
he greatest amoraʻim. His teachings are fundamental components 
of both the Babylonian and the Jerusalem Talmud. He resided in 
Tiberias and lived to an advanced age. Almost nothing is known 
of his family background. He was orphaned at a young age and, 
although his family apparently owned considerable property, he 
spent virtually all of his resources in his devotion to the study of 
Torah and eventually became impoverished. 
In his youth, he had the privilege of studying under Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi, the redactor of the Mishna, but most of his Torah 
earning came from Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s students: Hizkiya ben 
Hiyya, Rabbi Oshaya, Rabbi Hanina, and Rabbi Yannai, who lavished 
praise upon him. In time, he became the head of the yeshiva in 
Tiberias, at which point his fame and influence increased greatly. 
For a long time, Rabbi Yohanan was the leading rabbinic scholar 
in the entire Jewish world, not only in Eretz Yisrael, but in Babylonia 
as well, where he was respected by the Babylonian Sages. Many of 
them came to Eretz Yisrael and became his outstanding students. 
He was a master of both halakha and aggada, and his teachings 
in both disciplines are found throughout both the Babylonian 
and the Jerusalem Talmud. In recognition of his intellectual and 
spiritual stature, the halakha is ruled in accordance with his opinion 
in almost every case, even when Rav or Shmuel, the preeminent 
amora‘im of Babylonia, whom he treated deferentially, disagreed 
with him. Only in disputes with his teachers in Eretz Yisrael, such 
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as Rabbi Yannai and Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, is the halakha not 
ruled in accordance with his opinion. 


Rabbi Hanina - x» 937: This is Rabbi Hanina bar Hama, who lived 
in the transitional generation between the tanna‘im and amora'im. 
Rabbi Hanina was born in Babylonia but emigrated to Eretz Yisrael 
at a very young age, where he studied Torah from Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi. His teacher was very fond of him, saying that Rabbi Hanina 
was not a human being but an angel. Rabbi Hanina also studied 
under Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s greatest students, in particular Rabbi 
Hiyya. At the time of his death, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi appointed 
Rabbi Hanina as head of the yeshiva, but in his humility, Rabbi 
Hanina refused to accept the position during the lifetime of his 
older colleague, Rabbi Afes. 
Rabbi Hanina lived in the city of Tzippori, where he dealt in the 
honey trade, from which he grew wealthy. He used his money 
o build a large study hall. Rabbi Hanina is considered one of the 
cleverest scholars of his generation and was also renowned for his 
righteousness and kindness. 

Rabbi Hanina's halakhic and aggadic statements abound both 
in the Jerusalem and Babylonian Talmud. He enjoyed a long and 
healthy life and taught many students over several generations. 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi was his student and colleague, and he 
was also privileged to teach Rabbi Yohanan for many years. The 
amora Rabbi Hama, son of Rabbi Hanina, was possibly his son. 


TINT OVWIN ITT MAT DAN 
AIYVIN II WANT PINDI PX 
Pan, WOD JKA PONDA PS 
PIKYP IIN Xd MIKN INY 

ww 


paca Dhon bag xa va 
ab navy vax ima Jina 
meas eit a> pat gpi 
rx 5 x sepa nx box) 
anawa max pis 12 ab 730 
DMaT pn ar I wax 

ATI xypya 


ma sine MIK wbx cay 
TOs 13 NIW NYY wapAT 


bgv AX WN 13 ee 5 
bebas ap: aaa 


aa bas 177 md cana KDN) 
piyn op pub bp: KIN OWI 
NWA TMS TYNI Tap Pa KEP 
WINX WX ki bax DUS 

D) 


Perek III 
Daf24 Amud b 


WNI ax IIK DIKY KIX 
VY PITRY PRY DDI AWA IN 
DJA V DRIN pg) TWA 

Dax aan ohay 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


The Gemara comments: Conclude that it was Rav Oshaya’s 
father who said that such rents may not be properly mended, for 
Rav Oshaya said: Such rents may not be properly mended. From 
whom did he hear this halakha? Was it not from his father? 
The Gemara rejects this argument: No, this cannot be offered 
as a proof, as perhaps he heard it from bar Kappara, who was 
his teacher. 


§ Rava said: A mourner may walk about his house in a torn 
robe [unkali]“' on Shabbat, since he is not doing so in public. It 
was related that Abaye found Rav Yosef walking back and forth 
in his house on Shabbat when he was in mourning with a scarf 
spread over his head in the manner of mourning. He said to 
him: Master, do you not maintain that there is no mourning on 
Shabbat? He said to him: This is what Rabbi Yohanan said: 
Matters that are in private apply, and so when one is in his house 
he must observe the rites of mourning even on Shabbat. 


§ The mishna taught: Rabbi Eliezer says: Since the Temple was 
destroyed, Shavuot is like Shabbat with regard to mourning. 
Rabban Gamliel says: Even Rosh HaShana and Yom Kippur 
are considered like Festivals. The Gemara comments that Rav 
Giddel bar Menashya said that Shmuel said: The halakha is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabban Gamliel. 


And some teach this ruling of Rav Giddel bar Menashya as 
referring to the following case: It is taught in a baraita: Within 
the first thirty days after birth, an infant that dies is taken out for 
burial in one’s bosom," that is to say, he is carried to his grave in 
one’s arms, not in a coffin. And he is buried by one woman and 
two men, there being no need for a quorum of ten men. But he 
should not be taken out by one man and two women," because 
it is prohibited for one man to seclude himself with two women. 


Abba Shaul says: The infant may be taken out even by one man 
and two women," for there is no concern with regard to seclusion 
in a time of mourning. And for such an infant, people do not 
stand in a line to offer their condolences to the mourners, as 
is ordinarily done after a burial; nor do others recite over him 
the mourners’ blessing,” which is recited in the courtyard of 
the graveyard after the burial; nor is the usual formula for 
the consolation of mourners recited during the seven days of 
mourning. 


NOTES 


Even by one man, etc. - ^3) 1m% wga AK: Tosafot explain: 

Although there is generally concern about the seclusion 

of one man with two women, Abba Shaul holds that one’s 
sexual desire are not as strong during mourning. It can also be 
deduced from this Gemara that although there is no require- 
ment for ten people to take part in a burial, there must be at 
least three people present (Ran). 


Nor do others recite over him the mourners’ blessing — px) 
mbar naa voy DX: This implies that there is no public 


mourning for a small child who dies. However, it is not clear 
whether the relatives are required to mourn for their child. 
There was a difference in practice between the residents of 
the Diaspora and the residents of Eretz Yisrael. In the Diaspora, 
the custom was not to mourn for a baby unless it had survived 
for at least thirty days; whereas the residents of Eretz Yisrael 
mourned over any baby, even if it lived for only one day. This 
custom was based on a mishna (Nidda 5:3) concerning mourn- 
ing that states that a newborn baby is to his father, his mother, 
and all of his relatives like a fully grown groom. 


NOTES 


Robe [unkali] - paw: Many commentaries explain that unkali 
refers to a garment that is worn directly on one's skin. They 
explain that Rava permits a mourner to wear a torn under- 
garment within his home on Shabbat, if the mourner does 
not wish to change his garments (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola; Rashi). Rabbeinu Hananel explains that unkali refers to 
a type of turban that would cover the head of a mourner while 
he was mourning. This explanation is based on the opinion 
that holds that a mourner is not required to wrap his head 
specifically in the manner of the Ishmaelites. Some explain 
that the word unkali means a hook or clasp, and it refers to a 
torn garment that is held together by a clasp (Ramban; Ran). 


Within the first thirty days an infant that dies is taken out 
for burial in one’s bosom - pna xyi piyan oP myby bs: 
The reason for this is that until a baby has survived for thirty 
days, it is not considered viable. As a result, mourning for the 
death of such an infant is not as intense as for an older child or 
an adult. The early authorities write that these halakhot do not 
apply to a stillborn child. 


One man and two women — mwa RW IM WK: In tractate 
Kiddushin, it is stated that one man may not be alone with two 
women due to the prohibition of seclusion. According to the 
first tanna, there is no distinction between a time of mourning 
and any other time, because the case is one in which the child 
died within thirty days. Therefore, the grief is less intense, and 
it is possible that the mourners will come to sin (Rashi, from 
manuscript; Commentary on Moed Katan). 


LANGUAGE 


Robe [unkali] - Opa: From the Greek åváxwàoç, anakolos, 
meaning short or cut off. It is used in reference to a lower gar- 
ment that reached the knees. 
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—_— HALAKHA = —-WY_______- 
Less than thirty days old - ow yan ning: A baby who 
dies within thirty days of birth is carried to burial in one's 
hands and there is no requirement to bury him in a coffin 
(Shakh, citing Or Zarua). The baby should be buried by one 
woman and two men, but not by one man and two women, 
due to the prohibition of seclusion, as mentioned by the 
first tanna. There is no requirement for others to stand in a 
ine to comfort the mourners after his death (Shakh, citing 
Rashi). Similarly, the mourners’ blessing and the consolation 
of mourners are not said after the baby’s death, even when 
it is clear that the infant was not a stillbirth but was fully 
ormed baby (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 353:3). 


The burial of a child - ty map: If a child dies more than 
hirty days after his birth, he is carried to burial in a coffin 
hat is held by two people. People stand in a line to comfort 
he mourners over his death, and the mourners’ blessing and 
he consolation of mourners are said after his death. If the 
child was more than twelve months old then, he is carried 
or burial on a bier, just as an adult. Anyone who is carried 
on a bier should be mourned by the public. The public is 
involved with the funeral of any child that is known to them, 
and if he is not known to them they are not involved in his 
uneral, in accordance with the opinions of Rabbi Shimon 
ben Elazar and Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea 353:5). 


Eulogies over children — ot» by ‘90m: The children of 
the wealthy are eulogized if they are older than six, and 
the children of the poor or the elderly are eulogized from 
the age of five. The Shulhan Arukh holds that the blessing: 
The true Judge and the mourners’ prayer are recited from 
the age of thirty days in all cases. The Rema disagrees and 
writes that the custom is to recite this only if the child was 
at least twelve months old (Shakh; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 344:4). 


LANGUAGE 
Coffin [deluskema] - xppoids: From the Greek 
YAwoodKopos, glossokomos, meaning case. Originally, it 
referred specifically to a case in which to keep mouthpieces 
of wind-instruments. The meaning was expanded so that it 
referred to any box or crate, including a coffin or ossuary. 


Ossuary 


Grieve [matzhivin] — party: The meaning of this word 
and its root, tz-h-v, are possibly related to the color tzahov, 
which in modern Hebrew means yellow, but in the Gemara 
can also refer to a more reddish color. The meaning of the 
word here is to make one’s face redden with emotion, either 
with grief or anger. 
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A thirty-day-old infant that dies is taken out for burial in a 
coffin [deluskema]."' Rabbi Yehuda says: Not in a small coffin 
that is carried on one’s shoulder, but rather in a coffin that 
is carried in the arms of two people. And for such an infant, 
people stand in a line to offer their condolences to the mourn- 
ers. And others recite the mourners’ blessing at the cemetery. 
And people recite the consolation of mourners during the 
week of mourning. 


A twelve-month-old infant is taken out for burial on a bier, 
just as an adult is. Rabbi Akiva says: This halakha applies if the 
infant that dies is one year old and his limbs are like those of 
a two year old, so that he looks older, or if he is two years old 
and his limbs are like those of a one-year-old. Only then he 
is taken out on a bier. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar says: For one that is taken out on 

a bier, the public should grieve [matzhivin].' For one that is 

not taken out on a bier, the public need not grieve. Rabbi 

Elazar ben Azarya says: The halakha is as follows: If the infant 

was known to the public, because he regularly left the house 

and many people knew him, the public must occupy them- 
selves with him and participate in his burial. If he was not 

known to the public, the public need not occupy themselves 

with him. 


And what is the status of deceased infants with regard to 
eulogy?" Rabbi Meir said in the name of Rabbi Yishmael: 
The children of the poor’ are eulogized from the age of three, 
whereas the children of the wealthy are eulogized from the age 
of five. This is because a child is the sole source of joy for the 
poor, and so the pain and grief of the poor over the death of a 
child is greater than that of the wealthy. Rabbi Yehuda said in 
the name of Rabbi Yishmael: The children of the poor are 
eulogized from the age of five, whereas the children of the 
wealthy are eulogized from the age of six." And the children 
of the elderly" are treated like the children of the poor, for the 
death of a child is particularly painful for an older person." 


Rav Giddel bar Menashya said that Rav said: The halakha is 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who stated 
it in the name of Rabbi Yishmael. 


NOTES 


What is the status with regard to eulogy — 15073 47 mA: It is 
stated in a baraita in tractate Semahot that if it is possible to 
praise the child and his deeds, then he should be eulogized in 
he merit of his deeds. If this is not the case, then he should be 
eulogized in the merits of his forefathers. 


The children of the poor — 0»3% 133: Rashi explains, and before 
him Rav Hai Gaon explained, that the poor do take pleasure 
rom what they have, and consequently they feel more pain 
when their one joy, their child, dies. Others say that they are 
more pained by their children’s death because they rely on 
hem for financial support once they grow older (Rashi, from 
manuscript). Others write that since the poor must eat spar- 
ingly in order to provide for their children, they become more 
attached to them (Ran). There are also those who suggest that 


this decree was made because the poor are constantly living 
in pain and suffering, and if they do not eulogize their children 
there is a concern that people will suspect that they are not 
showing honor for their child because of their poverty (Rabbi 
Shlomo ben HaYatom). 


The children of the elderly [zekenim] - Dra? 24: Most com- 
mentaries note that this is because the elderly no longer have 
hope that they will have other children, and therefore their pain 
is greater (Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom; Ran). Or, it is possible 
that the reason for this is because they hope that their child 
will care for them in their old age. Others write that the word 
zekenim, literally Elders, refers to Sages, and more honor should 
be shown for Torah scholars. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


aT NIPAN WY Ta ya] TT 
- Magy) Mey wh aM DW TBD 
ON D1 POW Wy TYDY [XD TT 
ATT INIT PDT ION “Was “THR 

IOT KIWINI TONS TW 


wrt NYP MMB PIY 21 WIT 
- MEILE 997 ans OW remy 
NOY Dy! WY AVIS (NPI 
ATT AMT PDT AOI VIN TEN 

JOT KIYDI I1 TKS TWIN 


opm II IAK Why 937 VNT 
bs paben ab ww nay) pn 
AID DISA ama” RID yW 
ab w nisan an aa - "Nyawa 
niyrawr an IX- AYI be pabyn 

yaw da paibon ab w 


XID NOMS ITY MBB 11 APTS 
wT WKI 09 Ime OP WIN) 
AVY TYIN IND YT WI UNT) 
ang 1 amg o’ 127 KINN 
DWY ID YT - DW PD aM 

DY ny) 


Rabbi Anani bar Sason taught at the entrance to the house 
of the Nasi: If one suffered the loss of a close relative shortly 
before the festival of Shavuot, his one day of mourning 
before Shavuot" and Shavuot itself together count as fourteen 
days. The day before the Festival counts as seven full days of 
mourning because the Festival interrupts the seven-day period 
of mourning, and the Festival itself is counted as a seven-day 
Festival. Even though it is a one-day Festival, it is counted as 
seven days because it has the same halakha as the other Festi- 
vals. After Shavuot, then, only sixteen days are left to complete 
the thirty-day mourning period. Rabbi Ami heard this and 
became angry with him. He said: Is that to say that it is his 
own opinion?" It is the opinion that Rabbi Elazar said that 
Rabbi Oshaya said. 


Similarly Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha taught in the pavilion 
[kila]! of the Exilarch: If one’s relative died shortly before the 
festival of Shavuot, his one day of mourning before Shavuot 
and Shavuot itself count as fourteen days. Rav Sheshet heard 
and became angry. He said: Is that to say that it is his own 
opinion? It is the opinion that Rabbi Elazar said that Rabbi 
Oshaya said. 


In both of these cases, a Sage presented an opinion as their own, 
without attributing it to the original Sage who stated it, for 
Rabbi Elazar said that Rabbi Oshaya said: From where is it 
derived that the Shavuot offerings have redress all seven sub- 
sequent days?" That is to say, if someone failed to bring the 
Festival offering on the Festival itself, he has six more days to 
bring it. As it is stated: “Three times a year shall all your males 
appear before the Lord your God in the place that He shall 
choose; on the festival of Passover, and on the festival of 
Shavuot, and on the festival of Sukkot” (Deuteronomy 16:16). 
Just as the offerings of the festival of Passover have redress all 
seven days, as Passover is seven days long, so too the offerings 
of the festival of Shavuot have redress all seven days, during 
the week following Shavuot. From this we learn that Shavuot is 
treated like a seven-day Festival for all halakhic purposes. 


Rav Pappa granted permission® to Rav Avya the Elder to 
speak and he taught the following in public: If one’s relative 
died shortly before Rosh HaShana, his one day of mourning 
before Rosh HaShana™ and Rosh HaShana itself together 
count as fourteen days, because Rosh HaShana is treated like 
a seven-day Festival. Ravina said: Therefore, if a one’s relative 
died shortly before Sukkot, his one day of mourning before the 
Festival of Sukkot," and the Festival of Sukkot itself, which is 
seven days, and its Eighth day of Assembly, which is considered 
to be a separate Festival, count as twenty-one days, and he must 
observe only nine more days of mourning to complete the 
thirty-day period of mourning. 


NOTES 


Is that to say that it is his own opinion — KT 7999 WR: 
Some say that Rabbi Ami became angry because one must 
be careful to cite words of Torah in the name of the person 
who originally said them, as is noted in numerous places in the 
Gemara. This is important both in terms of determining the 
halakha and also to honor the speaker and his Torah. Numer- 
ous stories are told both in the Jerusalem and the Babylonian 
Talmud about how the Sages were careful to quote statements 
hey heard in the name of those who originally said them 
(Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). 

The Ramban holds that Rabbi Ami became angry because 
he thought that Rabbi Anani bar Sason based his statement 
incorrectly on what Rabbi Oshaya said. This is because Rabbi 
Oshaya's statement applies only when the Temple stood, as 
he refers to offerings when he discusses their redress. There- 
ore, this statement cannot be used as a basis for mourning 
practices after the destruction of the Temple. 


One day before Rosh HaShana, etc. - 7287 Wx nab TMs DP: 
The early authorities question the purpose of this halakha, 
as Yom Kippur is also considered to be a Festival (Ra’avad; 
Tosafot). Therefore, if someone begins mourning on the day 


before Rosh HaShana, the seven days ends with Rosh HaShana, 


and Yom Kippur itself should end the thirty-day mourning 
period. For what purpose is it necessary to state that the day 
before Rosh HaShana together with Rosh HaShana count as 
fourteen days? The Ba'al Halakhot Gedolot explains that since 
one leniency is applied to this period of mourning with regard 
to Rosh HaShana, another leniency cannot be applied in the 
case of Yom Kippur. Therefore, the latter is not also counted 
as seven days. 

Tosafot also state in the name of Rabbeinu Yitzhak and 
Rabbeinu Shimshon that after Rosh HaShana, the mourner is 
considered to already be in his third week of mourning, and 
therefore he may sit in his place in synagogue. 


HALAKHA =—W¥W¥______- 
One day before Shavuot - ny 237 “amy BY: One who 
observed mourning practices for at least one day before 
Shavuot is considered as though he observed mourning for 
seven days, and Shavuot itself is counted as another seven 
days. Therefore, after the Festival he has only sixteen days of 
mourning left. The second day of the Festival that is observed in 
the diaspora is included in this number, in accordance with the 
opinions of Rabbi Anani bar Sason and Rabbi Oshaya (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 399:8). 


Redress for the offerings of Shavuot - myy bwn: One who 
did not bring the Festival peace-offerings on Shavuot may bring 
them for an additional six days after the Festival and thereby ful- 
fills his obligation (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 1:7). 


One day before Rosh HaShana - 7328 wx 23 “amy ov: If one 
observed mourning practices for a deceased relative for even 
an hour before Rosh HaShana, then Rosh HaShana cancels the 
seven-day period of mourning. The thirty-day period of mourn- 
ing is canceled by Yom Kippur, and one may cut his hair on the 
day before Yom Kippur, in accordance with the opinion of Rav 
Pappa (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 399:9). 


One day before the Festival of Sukkot - am 237 amy Dĵ’: Ifone 
observed mourning for a short time before the Festival of Suk- 
kot, it is considered to be seven days of mourning. The Festival 
itself counts as an additional seven days, and the Eighth Day 
of Assembly also counts as seven days. Therefore, he needs to 
complete only nine days of mourning after the Festival, in order 
to finish his thirty-day period of mourning. In the Diaspora, 
Simhat Torah counts as one day towards this number (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 399:11). 


————————__ LANGUAGE 

Pavilion [kila] —xvbyp: This word refers to any temporary struc- 
ture built from screens or panels. Therefore, it means a tent or 
any other temporary partition. 


BACKGROUND 


Granted permission — mATX: The expression refers to the 
granting of permission to teach halakha in public. Occasionally, 
this means that the Sage granting the permission also gave 
his approval to the teaching. There are a number of instances 
in the Gemara in which a Sage gave permission to different 
people from the house of the Exilarch to give these types of 
public lessons. 
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It was related that Ravina happened to come to the city of Sura 
on the Euphrates River. Rav Haviva from Sura on the Euphrates 
said to Ravina: Did the Master say that one day of mourning 
before Rosh HaShana and Rosh HaShana itself count as fourteen 
days? He said to him: I said that it stands to reason that this is 
so according to Rabban Gamliel," who maintains that Rosh 
HaShana is treated like a pilgrimage Festival. But I did not rule in 
accordance with this opinion. 


Mourners do not rend" their garments 
MISHNA : 


during the intermediate days of a Festival" 
and do not remove their garments from their shoulders. And others 
do not provide them with a meal" [mavrin]' after the burial, 
except for close relatives of the deceased. And the consolers 
provide the first meal after the burial only while the mourner is 
sitting on an upright bed, and not on one that is overturned. 


NOTES 


It stands to reason according to Rabban Gamliel - xyanpn 
Syria 127: It is explained that Ravina did not rule in this 
manner explicitly. Instead, he said that since the halakha is in 
accordance with Rabban Gamliel, that Rosh HaShana is con- 
sidered to interrupt mourning like the Festivals, it is should also 
be considered to be like a Festival and count as seven days. 
He did not mean that the halakha is in accordance with 
Rabban Gamliel’s opinion; rather, he was just explaining his 
reasoning. 

According to the Rambam, Ravina did not agree with this rul- 
ing. Although the halakha is in accordance with Rabban Gamliel, 
that Rosh HaShana interrupts mourning, Ravina did not agree 
that Rosh HaShana should count as seven days. This is because 
itis nota pilgrimage Festival at all, and the comparison between 
Shavuot and Sukkot cannot be applied to Rosh HaShana. Other 
halakhic authorities hold that Rosh HaShana is considered to 
be like a pilgrimage Festival because all Festivals are compared 
to each other. 


Mourners do not rend, etc. — 131 pyrip px: Most of the early 
authorities explain that this entire mishna specifically discusses 


Rending during the Festival — tyiaa my: One may rend 
his garment over a death during the intermediate days of the 
Festival only when rending the garment is required according to 
halakha. Some disagree and say that one may not rend garments 
at all during the intermediate days of the Festival. It is the Ashke- 
nazic custom for one to rend his garments during the intermedi- 
ate days of the Festival only when mourning his father or mother. 


Provide a meal [mavrin] — p73: The root v-r-h means to eat 
and is found several times in the Bible (see ıı Samuel, chapter 13). 
The custom for mourners to eat their first meal after the burial 
from other people's food is very ancient and is first mentioned 
in the book of ıı Samuel: “And the people came to feed David 
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HALAKHA 


LANGUAGE 


the halakhot of mourning during the intermediate days of the 
Festival. However, this implies that on non-festive days mourners 
must rend their clothes (geonim; Ra'avad; Ramban). This also 
appears to be the conclusion in the Jerusalem Talmud. However, 
there are some who understand this mishna to be dealing with 
mourning during weekdays, and according to their explanation 
it is entirely prohibited to rend their garments (Rashi). 


Others do not provide them with a meal, etc. — pyan py: 
According to those who understand the mishna to be speak- 
ing of the intermediate days of the Festival, a mourner is not 
required to overturn his bed because mourning does not apply 
during this time. According to those who understand that this 
halakha was said with regard to regular weekdays, there are 
those who understand it to mean that the consolers sit on an 
upright bed, and not with the mourner on an overturned bed 
(Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Rabbeinu Yehonatan of 
Lunel). However, others explain that both out of respect for the 
consolers and so that they will not have to sit in separate place, 
the Sages even permitted the mourner to eat the feast after the 
burial on an upright bed (Ra‘avad; Ramban). 


When mourning any other relatives one rends his garments after 
the Festival (Rema). However, in Poland it was customary to rend 
one’s garments when mourning all relatives (Magen Avraham). 
The Sephardic communities of Jerusalem, Izmir, and Thessaloniki, 
had a similar custom to the Ashkenazic one; however, every 
place should act in accordance with the local custom there (Kaf 
HaHayyim; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 547:6). 


bread” (3:35). Similarly, the custom is mentioned when Ezekiel 
the prophet is prohibited from acting like an ordinary mourner: 
“And people's bread you shall not eat” (Ezekiel 24:17-22). This meal 
is referred to as the se'udat havra'a, meaning the meal at which 
the mourners are fed. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek III 
Daf25 Amuda 


- maY Dapsang Dap an IA 
aap bn 


San dee yay xpbo vaip Yan 
pydin tom voy pyyn Son vars 
xorg xd mama voy pra dom why 

semper why 


IPA IPN - NIT WE DIS N) 
Sw Paia ma TA ya KANT yp 
TXY 1D - DUP WD OND DIY 

wa ot by bagan 


PIIA DPY xp KIW DIKI ma 
DIX by sais m3 xy 90: aby 
ox by baxnn maian bow Ws 
bawa von be by ponin - we 

ATW DIN wht Nb mwyw Tiaa 


G E M ARA The mishna teaches that only the rela- 


tives of the deceased rend their clothes. 
The Gemara asks: And is this the case even if the deceased was 
a Torah Sage? But isn’t it taught otherwise in a baraita: When 
a Torah scholar dies, everyone is his relative." 


The Gemara clarifies: Does it enter your mind to say that every- 
one is his relative? Rather, this baraita should be understood 
as follows: Everyone is considered to be like his relative in the 
sense that everyone rends his garment in anguish over him, 
and everyone bares" his shoulder over him in mourning, and 
everyone eats the mourner’s meal over him" in the public 
square as mourners do. The death of a Torah scholar is a per- 
sonal loss for every Jew. So why is the mishna limited to only 
relatives? The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary for the 
mishna to teach this halakha in a case where the deceased is 
not a Torah scholar. 


The Gemara asks: And if the deceased was an upright person 
who feared Heaven and performed good deeds, then aren't all 
those present at his death obligated to rend their garments over 
his death?" As it is taught in a baraita: For what reason do a 
person’s sons and daughters die when they are young? They 
die so that he will cry and mourn over the death ofan upright 
person. 


The Gemara questions the formulation: They die so that he 
will cry and mourn? Is security, i.e., his children, taken from 
him in advance to ensure that in the future he will mourn over 
the death of an upright person? Rather the baraita means as 
follows: His children died because he did not cry or mourn 
over an upright person” who died. As with regard to anyone 
who cries and mourns over an upright person who died, they 
forgive him for all his transgressions because of the honor he 
accorded to the deceased. If this is the case, one also rends his 
clothes over an upright person. The Gemara answers: Rather, 
the mishna is referring only to one who was not an upright 
person. 


HALAKHA 


Rending garments over a Torah scholar - ponby my: When 
a Torah scholar dies, everyone rends his garment over him on 
the day of burial or when they hear of his death, provided it i 
within thirty days of his passing. Additionally, one rends his gar- 
ment over him at the time of the eulogy if the eulogy is within 
thirty days of the death (Shakh; Bah citing Rosh and Ra’avad). 
one did not rend his garment on the day when he heard the 
news or during the eulogy, then he may no longer rend his 
garment (Rema). In this context anyone who is asked questions 
about halakhot and knows the answers is called a Torah scholar. 


Everyone eats the mourner’s meal over him — voy pantan: 
Everyone eats the mourner’s meal over the death of a Torah 
scholar in the public square, even during the intermediate days 
of a Festival, because everyone is considered to be like his rela- 
tive (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 401:4). 


a 


f 


Rending garments over an upright person - 01% by TP 
wa: When an upright person dies, one rends his garment 
between the time of death and burial as a sign of mourning. 
An upright person is one who is not suspected of commit- 
ting grave sins or avoiding performance of any mitzva, even 


When rendering garments over one’s own rabbi, one tears until 
he exposes his chest. When rending one’s garments over other 
Torah scholars, even if they are equal in wisdom to the mourner, 
the tear is one handbreadth in length. Some say that one rends 
his garments only over his rabbi or over one who taught him 
Torah. The common practice is to be lenient and not rend a 
garment over one’s rabbi (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 340:7, and 
in the comment of Rema). 


Everyone bares — pydin Som: When one's rabbi dies he should 
uncover his garment from his shoulder, similar to the practice 
over the passing of his father or mother. Some say that this act 
of mourning is no longer performed, and this is the common 
practice (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 340:17). 


if he is not knowledgeable in Torah. Some say that a person 
does not fall into this category unless he is well known for his 
acts of kindness (Shakh, Bah citing Rabbeinu Yona and Ram- 
ban). Torah scholars are not required to rend their garments 
over such a person; however, some Torah scholars are strict 
and rend their garments nevertheless (Shakh, citing Ra'avad 
and Rosh). 

Others say that only one who is present at the time of the 
departure of the soul is required to rend his garment over an 
upright person, however one is required to cry and mourn over 
him in every case. It is the accepted practice to be lenient and 
not to rend one’s garment (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 340:6 and 
in the comment of Rema). 


NOTES 
Because he did not cry...over an upright person — 35/3 
ws ot by.. 124 Kow: In punishment for not crying over 
an upright person, this person will cry over the death of his 
children, who were certainly upright because they were not 
yet old enough to sin. Therefore, the punishment is tailored 
to the sin (Maharsha). 
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HALAKHA 


Rending garments at the time of the soul's depar- 
ture — mawa ng? nywa AYP: One who is in the 
presence “of a Jew whose soul departs i is required to 
rend his garment. This applies whether the deceased 
is a man or a woman, but does not apply to a minor 
who has died (Shakh, citing Maharshal), unless he has 
already studied Torah (Shakh, citing Bah). This applies 
even if he was not an upright person, and it is known 
that he occasionally sinned due to his desires or was 
negligent and did not trouble himself to perform a 
certain mitzva. However, one does not rend his gar- 
ment over one who habitually sins, and even more so 
over an apostate (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 340:5). 


A Torah scroll on the bier of a Torah scholar's — 190 
Dan nn by min: A Torah scroll is not placed on the 
bier of a Torah scholar who died, as demonstrated in 
the incident with Rav Huna (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 
353:2). 


Sitting in a place on which a Torah scroll is resting - 
myin Wd Naw Dipa Aw»: It is prohibited to sit on 

a chair or bench on which a Torah scroll is resting. It is 

appropriate to be stringent and to raise the Torah ten 

handbreadths from where one is sitting, or at least 
three (Shakh, citing Beit Yosef), but after the fact, one 

handbreadth is sufficient (Shakh; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 

Dea 282:7). 


NOTES 

To a Torah scroll that is burned - yaw min sap): 
The early authorities offer several explanations for 
this comparison. Rashi and Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola explain that as one’s soul and a Torah scroll 
are both likened to a candle of God, the mourning for 
both should be the same. The text of Rashi printed 
alongside the Rif, and cited in Rashi’s name by the Ran, 
states that since the deceased could have studied more 
Torah during his lifetime but did not succeed in doing 
so, it is comparable to a Torah scroll that was burned. 

The Ramban writes that just as one rends his gar- 
ment for a Torah scroll that is burned, so too one rends 
them over a person who observes the Torah’s mitzvot. 
He similarly explains that the relationship between the 
body and the soul is similar to that between the parch- 
ment and the letters. Once a scroll is burned the letters 
leave the page, just like the soul departs from the body. 
Others write that one rends his garment because of 
the sanctity of the soul that departs from the body 
(Commentary on Moed Katan). Rashi writes in tractate 
Shabbat that since even the most ignorant Jew is filled 
with mitzvot, every person is similar to a Torah scroll. 


The Sages did not rend their garments over him — xb 
mby 1231 tp: The early authorities ask: Even if Rav 
Safra was not their teacher, he was cer ainly an upright 
person, so why did they not rend their clothes over 
him? Some say that rending garments over an upright 
person is only done between the death and the burial. 
Since this discussion occurred after the burial the Sages 
hought that they did not need to rend their garments 
(Ra‘avad). Others write that Torah scholars do not rend 
heir garments over an upright person unless he is a 
Torah scholar of their stature (Ramban). 
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The Gemara challenges: But if one was standing there at the time 

of the soul’s departure, i.e., at the time of death, he is also obli- 
gated to rend his clothes. As it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Shi- 
mon ben Elazar says: One who stands over the deceased at the 

time of the soul’s departure is obligated to rend his clothes." To 

what may this be likened? To a Torah scroll that is burned," for 

which anyone present is obligated to rend his clothes. 


The Gemara answers: The mishna must be referring to a person 
who was not standing there at the time of the soul’s departure 
but who heard that someone who is not a close relative died, and 
the deceased was neither a Torah scholar nor an upright person. 


§ The Gemara relates that when Rav Safra’ passed away the other 
Sages did not rend their garments over him." They said: We did 
not learn from him, as he did not disseminate his Torah knowl- 
edge to the public. Abaye berated them and said to them: Is it 
taught in the baraita: If one’s teacher died? It is taught: Ifa Torah 
scholar died, and Rav Safra was certainly a Torah scholar. And 
furthermore, every day his teachings are in our mouths in the 
study hall, so that even if we did not learn directly from him, we 
should still be considered his students. 


The other Sages thought that what was done was done, and it was 
now too late for them to rend their garments. Abaye said to them: 
We learned: With regard to a Torah scholar, as long as they are 
engaged in eulogizing him, then people are obligated to rend 
their garments, even after the time of his death. They then thought 
to rend their garments immediately. Abaye said to them: It is 
taught in a baraita: A Torah scholar’s honor is at the time of his 
eulogy, and so you should wait until the time of the eulogy before 
rending your garments. 


§ The Gemara relates another incident: When Rav Huna’ died 
they thought to place a Torah scroll on his bier, as was com- 
monly done after the death of a Torah scholar, as if to say that the 
deceased fulfilled everything written in the scroll. Rav Hisda said 
to them: This is a practice that he did not hold with during his 
lifetime; now should we stand up and do it for him when he is 
dead? As Rav Tahlifa said: I myself saw Rav Huna, who wished 
to sit on his bed, and there was a Torah scroll placed on it. And 
he turned a jug over and placed the Torah scroll on it so that he 
could then sit on the bed. Apparently he holds that it is prohib- 
ited to sit on a bed upon which a Torah scroll lies." Therefore, it 
would be inappropriate to lay a Torah scroll next to his body after 
he died." 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Safra — x199 317: Rav Safra was an amora from the third and 
fourth generation of amora‘im in Babylonia. The Talmud records 
that Rav Safra discussed halakhic matters as a disciple-colleague 
of the greatest Sages of the third generation of amora’im, such 
as Rabba and Rav Yosef, and continued to flourish into the time 
of their students Abaye and Rava. Apparently Rav Safra was a 
merchant, and visited Eretz Yisrael, where he interacted with 
Sages such as Rabbi Abba and Rabbi Abbahu. He was primarily 
knowledgeable about halakha, and devoted less attention to the 
study of aggada or Bible. Rav Safra was also well known for his 
character traits, particularly with regard to his desire to entirely 
avoid falsehood. Because Rav Safra traveled from place to place he 
did not have his own academy and he was often absent from the 
study hall. Therefore, some Sages thought that he did not qualify 
as a Sage for whom everyone mourns. 


Rav Huna - X317 27: One of the greatest second-generation of 
amora‘im in Babylonia, Rav Huna succeeded his primary teacher, 
Rav, as the head of the academy in Sura. After Shmuel passed 
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away Rav Huna was considered by all to be the most learned 
scholar in Babylonia. 

Under his tenure, the yeshiva of Sura experienced significant 
growth, both in the number of its students and in their quality. 
Almost all of the Sages of the next generation were considered 
Rav Huna's students to a certain degree. This included Rav Ami 
and Rav Asi, who studied from Rav Huna in Babylonia. Even after 
they moved to Eretz Yisrael and were recognized as the leading 
Sages there, they considered themselves subordinate to Rav Huna. 

According to a tradition recorded by the geonim, Rav Huna 
was from the family of the Exilarch. Nonetheless, he was very 
poor in his youth, but he studied Torah despite his poverty. He 
became wealthy later in life (see 27b). The Talmud recounts numer- 
ous anecdotes about Rav Huna’s piety (see Jaanit 20b), and his 
wisdom was legendary. 

Rav Huna lived for over eighty years, and after his death he was 
brought with great honor to Eretz Yisrael, where he was buried 
next to the great Sage Rabbi Hiyya. 

Rav Huna’s son, Rabba bar Rav Huna, was among the most 
prominent amora‘im of the next generation. 
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When they tried to remove his corpse from his house for the 
burial, the bier would not fit through the narrow door. They 
then thought to lower the bier from the roof. Rav Hisda said to 
them: This I learned from him, Rav Huna himself: A scholar’s 
honor is for him to be taken out through the main opening, and 
not in any other manner. 


They then thought to move him from his bier to a narrower 
bier so that it would fit through the door. But Rav Hisda said 

to them: I learned from him, Rav Huna himself, as follows: A 
scholar’s honor is for him to be taken out on the first bier." As 

Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: From where is it derived that a 

scholar’s honor is for him to be taken out on the first bier? As 

it is stated: “And they set the Ark of God upon a new cart” 
(11 Samuel 6:3)." When taking the Ark to Jerusalem, King David 

had it placed back on the cart upon which it had been returned 

by the Philistines, and a Torah scholar is considered to be similar 
to the Ark of the Covenant. When they saw that there was nothing 

else that they could do, they broke the doorway and took him 

out through it. 


Rabbi Abba opened his eulogy for him: Our Rabbi was worthy 
that the Divine Presence should rest upon him, except for the 
fact that Babylonia caused it not to rest. In other words, it was 
only because he lived in Babylonia and not in Eretz Yisrael that 
the Divine Presence did not rest upon him. 


Rav Nahman bar Hisda raised an objection against this, and 
some say that it was Rav Hanan bar Hisda: Is it not stated: “The 
word of the Lord came [hayo haya] to Ezekiel the priest, son 
of Buzi, in the land of the Chaldeans” (Ezekiel 1:3), thereby 
implying that a prophet can prophesy outside of Eretz Yisrael? 


His father tapped him with his sandal on his foot, thereby hint- 
ing to him that he should be quiet. He said to him: Have I not 
told you not to trouble everyone with questions in the middle 
ofa eulogy? The Gemara answers the question: What is the mean- 
ing of the doubling of the word “came [hayo haya]”? It implies 
that it had already come before," i.e., that Ezekiel had already 
begun to prophesy in Eretz Yisrael, and his prophecy in Babylonia 
was merely a continuation of that prophecy. 


§ The Gemara relates that when they took Rav Huna there, to 
Eretz Yisrael, for burial they said to Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Asi: 
Rav Huna has come, and they misunderstood and thought that 
he was still alive. They said: When we were there, in Babylonia, 
we did not have strength to lift our heads before him. Now that 
we have come here, has he come after us? 


They said to them: His coffin has come. Rabbi Ami and Rabbi 
Asi went out to meet his funeral procession. Rabbi Ila and Rabbi 
Hanina did not go out. Some say that Rabbi Ila went out, but 
Rabbi Hanina did not go out. 


NOTES 


And they set...upon a new cart - MWIN Tay bie. aaat: Rashi 
explains that the cart mentioned here is the one on which the 
Philistines returned the Ark (1 Samuel, chapter 6). See also Rab- 
beinu Gershom Meor HaGola and the Commentary on Moed 
Katan. The early authorities ask with regard to Rashi’s explanation: 
It is stated explicitly (I Samuel 6:14) that this cart was destroyed 
and its wood was used to burn the cows that dragged the cart, 
as a burnt offering. There are some who explain that the cart was 
not entirely destroyed. However, this explanation is implausible. 
Some explain that the new cart refers to a different cart that was 
constructed in order to transport the ark (Tosefot HaRosh; see 
HaKotev on Ein Ya‘akov). The Meiri adds to this explanation that 
the fact that Uzza died as a punishment (11 Samuel 6:7) shows 


that moving the Ark to a new cart, and not transporting it on the 
original, was itself a transgression. 


That it had already come - 123 7AW: Although there were 
prophets who prophesied outside of Eretz Yisrael, that happened 
only before the Jewish people entered their land, and from that 
point onward prophets prophesied only in Eretz Yisrael (HaKotev 
in Ein Ya'akov). The explanation that Ezekiel was a prophet even 
before he was exiled to Babylonia, which is mentioned in Rashi, is 
also mentioned in midrashim (see Maharsha). The Kuzari explains 
Ezekiel’s prophecy differently, and notes that Ezekiel was able 
to prophesy in the Diaspora because he did so for the sake of 
Eretz Yisrael. 


HALAKHA 

A scholar’s honor is on the first bier — #1143 ,030 
mx Mena: It accords honor to a deceased Torah 
scholar to take his body out of his house through the 
doorway and not by lowering him from the roof. Simi- 
larly he should not be moved from one bier to another. 
Nowadays people are not particular about this (Arukh 
HaShulhan; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 353:3). 
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HALAKHA 

A passing coffin — 1aiya oma fit: When a coffin is pass- 
ing from place to place, if the skeleton of the deceased 
is still intact and there are mourners in that place then 
they stand in a line to honor the deceased and say the 
mourners’ blessing and the consolation of mourners. If 
the skeleton is no longer intact then there is no need to 
do so (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 345:8). 


NOTES 


Who will take him in - myy xa: Tractate Bava Metzia 
describes the great respect with which Rabbi Hiyya's grave 
was treated. Only a few unique individuals were able to 
enter and exit safely. The pillar of fire that accompanied 
Rabbi Hiyya is also mentioned there. Similarly, the sanctity 
of Rabbi Hiyya and his sons is compared to that of the 
Patriarchs. In the Jerusalem Talmud it is told that the Sages 
suspected that Rav Hagga, who was already old, wished 
o enter the grave so that he himself would also die in this 
holy burial place. The qualifications Rav Hagga presented 
are sufficient to explain why he was fit to enter and exit 
hat cave. 


One of the straps of his phylacteries turned around — 
pant mya a> Kaay: Some explain that the strap 
urned over so that the black side, which should face 
outward, could not be seen (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor 
HaGola). Others say it was not the straps that turned over, 
but the letters of God's name, which are formed by the 
straps of the phylacteries, that were turned over. Accord- 
ing to those who explain the passage in this manner, Rav 
Huna fasted so much because he was concerned that he 
had not properly fulfilled the mitzva and thought that this 
might have been a desecration of God's name. There are 
also those who explain that Rav Huna thought that if this 
happened to him it must be because he had accidentally 
sinned in another matter (Commentary on Moed Katan). 


He stood up Rav Huna’s coffin — K317 374 spying MONT: 

any of the early authorities had a version of this text 
hat states that because of this action the Exilarch is never 
ully punished by Heaven for his sins. Rabbeinu Hananel 
explains that through the merit of Rav Huna, who was 
descended from the family of the Exilarch, and through 
he symbolic act of standing up the coffin, all of his family 
were privileged to enjoy greatness, even though they did 
not always deserve it. 
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The Gemara asks: Those who went out, what is the reason that 
they went? As it is taught in a baraita: When a coffin is passing 
from place to place," the people stand in a line to show respect 
for the deceased, and they recite the mourners’ blessing and the 
consolation of the mourners over it. Those who did not go out, 
what is the reason that they did not? As it is taught in another 
baraita: When a coffin is passing from place to place, they do 
not stand in a line to show respect for the deceased, and they do 
not recite the mourners’ blessing or the consolation of the 
mourners for him. 


The Gemara asks: If so, these two tannaitic statements contradict 
each other. The Gemara answers: It is not difficult: Here, the 
baraita is referring to a case where the skeleton of the deceased 
is still intact, and the mourning practices must be observed. And 
there the baraita is referring to a case where the skeleton of the 
deceased is no longer intact, and it is not necessary to observe 
the customs of mourning. And Rav Huna’s skeleton was still 
intact. The reason that the one Sage did not go out was that they 
did not confirm for him that the skeleton was still intact. 


The Sages of Eretz Yisrael said: Where shall we bury him? They 
concluded: Rav Huna disseminated Torah to the people of Israel, 
and similarly Rabbi Hiyya disseminated Torah to the people of 
Israel; therefore, it is appropriate to bury Rav Huna next to Rabbi 
Hiyya. 


They asked: Who will take him in" to Rabbi Hiyya’s burial cave, 
as few are fit to enter it? Rav Hagga’ said to them: I will take him 
into the cave, for I presented my studies before him when I was 
just eighteen, never having experiencing a seminal emission. 
And so too I attended to him and knew his great deeds. For 
example, one day one of the straps of his phylacteries turned 
around," the unpainted side being turned outward, and he 
observed forty fasts for this, as he had acted negligently, allowing 
the black side to face inward. 


Rav Hagga took him in. The body of Rabbi Hiyya’s son Yehuda 
lay buried to the right of his father, and the body of his other son 
Hizkiyya lay to his left. The spirit of Yehuda said to the spirit of 
Hizkiyya: Rise from your place, as it is not proper conduct to 
remain lying when the body of Rav Hunais standing here. When 
Hizkiyya’s corpse stood up, a pillar of fire rose with him. When 
Rabbi Hagga saw this, he was frightened by what he saw, and so 
he stood up Rav Huna’s coffin’ and went away. The Gemara 
comments: And he was not punished or harmed by this pillar 
of fire because he set up Rav Huna’s coffin as protection for 
himself. 


§ The Gemara relates another story about the burial of one of the 
Sages: When Rav Hisda died they thought to place a Torah 
scroll on his bier. Rabbi Yitzhak said to them: This is a practice 
that this Rabbi did not hold with during his lifetime; should 
we stand up and do it for him now that he is dead? 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Hagga - ant 27: Rav Hagga was a Babylonian amora who 
moved to Eretz Yisrael and was active there. Rav Hagga was 
apparently a disciple-colleague of Rav Huna, as this is consistent 
with the chronological calculation. In the Jerusalem Talmud, 
where he is known by the name Rabbi Haggai, it is told that 
when Rav Hagga brought Rav Huna for his burial he was already 
eighty years old, and it is known that he lived for a time afterward. 
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In Eretz Yisrael he interacted with the students of Rabbi Yohanan, 
although he also transmitted statements from the Sages of previ- 
ous generations. It appears that he served as a judge in his city 
and several stories about his activity there are related in the 
Jerusalem Talmud and in the midrashim. The Sages of the fol- 
lowing generations received numerous traditions in his name, 
and he became known as one of the leaders of his generation. 
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They then thought not to tack, i.e., sew up, the tears that they 
had made in their clothes. Rabbi Yitzhak bar Ami said to them: 
When the deceased is a Torah Sage, they may tack the tears 
once they turn their faces from the bier." 


The Gemara relates that when Rabba bar Huna and Rav 
Hamnuna died, they took them both up there, to Eretz 
Yisrael. 


When they reached a bridge that could be crossed only in single 
file, the camels carrying the two Sages stood in their places and 
would not cross the bridge. A certain Arab [Tayya‘a]' who 
witnessed what was happening said to them: What is this phe- 
nomenon that the camels have stopped moving? They said to 
him: The deceased Sages are showing honor to each other. It 
is as if one Sage is saying: The Master should go and cross the 
bridge first, while at the same time the other Sage is saying: The 
Master should go and cross first. The Arab said: By law" Rabba 
bar Huna should go first, since he is the son ofa great man, and 
the camel carrying Rabba bar Huna then passed first. Shortly 
thereafter, the molars and other teeth of that Arab fell out due 
to the disrespect he showed Rav Hamnuna. 


When they reached Tiberias a certain child opened his eulogy 
saying as follows: The shoot of an ancient line, i.e., Rabba 
bar Rav Huna, who was the descendant of great people, has 
ascended from Babylonia, and with him is the book of wars, 
i.e, Rav Hamnuna, who was great in Torah, which is referred to 
as the book of the Wars of the Lord (Numbers 21:14 ). The curses 
of the pelican and the bittern, which are symbols of the destruc- 
tion of the Temple (Isaiah 34:11), have been doubled," to see 
the ruin and brokenness that has come from Shinar, i.e., Baby- 
lonia. The Lord became angry with His world and seized souls 
from it, and He rejoices over them when they come to Him 
like a new bride. God who rides upon the clouds is joyous and 
happy when an innocent and righteous soul comes to Him. 


§ The Gemara continues recounting other famous eulogies. 
When Ravina’ passed away, a certain eulogizer opened his 
eulogy for him with the following words: Date-palms, hang 
your heads in sadness over the righteous man who may be 
likened to a date-palm. Women, make your nights like days in 
weeping, over a man who made his nights like days studying 
the Torah. 


NOTES 


By law [dina hu], etc. — 131 X17 Xt: Most versions of the 
talmudic text read: In my judgment [bedina didi], i.e., in my 
opinion, the great man who is also the son of a great man 
should go in front, before Rav Hamnuna who was not the son 
of a great man. This Arab was punished because it was not 
appropriate for him to offer his opinion on the issue, especially 
since there were people far more learned than him present at 
the time (/yyun Ya'akov). 


The curses of the pelican and the bittern have been dou- 
bled [hukhpalu] — bean “tiap nyp: Several explanations 
are offered for this poetic expression. Rashi explains that the 


pelican and bittern are mentioned as signs of a curse, and 
herefore this means that the curse was doubled, as two great 
people died. Some explain that hukhpalu should be related 
o as an Aramaic word, meaning to strive. According to this, 
he expression means that even these birds made an effort 
o attend the funeral of the righteous men (Arukh; Rabbeinu 
Gershom Meor HaGola; Commentary on Moed Katan; Ran). 
Some understand this as a reference to the Arabs who joined 
hem on the funeral procession (Maharsha). The Meiri explains 
hat the pelican and bittern are symbolic and allude to the 
increase of weeping and eulogies. 


HALAKHA =——— 
Tacking a tear made over the death of a Sage - y} nyh 
pom by: A tear made in mourning for the death of a Sage may 
be tacked and mended once one has turned his face from the 
coffin of the deceased (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 340:17). 


LANGUAGE 
Arab [Tayya‘a] — xv: The origin of this word appears to 
be the name of a specific Arab tribe called 4U, al-tai. The 
Arab tribes that resided in the desert area between Arabia 
and Babylonia would come to trade even as far as Babylonia. 


PERSONALITIES 
Ravina — x»: Ravina was a sixth generation Babylonian 
sage, whose major work was assisting Rav Ashi in editing the 
Babylonian Talmud. In his youth he studied under the direc- 
tion of Rava. He passed away in the year 422. Ravina and Rav 
Ashi discuss matters of halakha in many places throughout 
the Talmud. 
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NOTES 
On that day what will you say — AVAX "2 N21) KYTI: 
Some explain that Rav Ashi asked: What will the eulogizers 
say when our older colleague Ravina passes away? (Rab- 
beinu Hananel; Rashi, from manuscript). Others explain 
that he asked what the eulogizer would say when Rav Ashi 
himself died (Rashi; Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom; Ran). 


Rav Ashi was offended by them - anny PYT won: 
According to those who understand this to be describing 
a eulogy for Ravina, the reason that he was offended is 
because the eulogizer implied that all other Sages, includ- 
ing Rav Ashi himself, were of lesser stature than Ravina. 

Those who understand this to be a description of the 
eulogy for Rav Ashi explain that the wording of the eulogy 
made it seem as though the death of the righteous person 
was an accident, and not the result of Divine providence 
(see Maharsha). Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom explains 
simply that Rav Ashi was insulted because they should 
have first reassured him that he will live for a very long 
time, so that it would not appear as though they were 
already ready to eulogize him. 


When Rava once came to the Tigris — KIN 717 9D N27 
nah: Most of the early authorities explain that this prayer 
was said when the Tigris River began to overflow (Rashi). 
According to other versions of the text, Rava requested 
that bar Avin pray that he would not drown in the river 
(see Commentary on Moed Katan in the Ein Ya'akov and 
Rashi there). 


Most of the third has come — moby ain axa: As the 
verse says: “And Israel shall be the third [shelishiyya]" 
(Isaiah 19:24), some explain that the term third, shelishit, 
refers to the Jewish people (Rashi; Rashi, from manuscript). 
Others explain that this term refers to the settled third of 
the world, and the flood was threatening to overtake a 
portion of the settled region. Alternatively, it is possible 
that the Tigris River itself is called the third because it 
is the third river listed in Genesis, chapter 2. The prayer 
means that this third river threatens to flood everything 
with its water (Ran). 


Joy and suffering have become joined together - jiww 
pat jian: The Maharsha writes that the days of celebra- 
tion over the birth of the child were exactly the same 
as the days of mourning over the father: The day of Rav 
Hanin’s death was the day that the child was born, the day 
of his circumcision was on the seventh day of mourning, 
counting from the day of the funeral. The redemption of 
the firstborn was at the end of the thirty-day mourning 
period for Rav Hanin. 
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The Gemara relates that prior to Ravina’s death, Rav Ashi’ said to 
bar Kippok, who was a famous eulogizer: On that day when 
Ravina will die, what will you say?" He said to him: I shall begin 
my eulogy and say as follows: If the cedars went up in flame, 
what shall the hyssop of the wall do? If the leviathan was lifted 
by a hook, what shall the tiny fish of the marsh do? If a fish 
hook was cast into the flowing river, what can the water of the 
puddles do? 


Bar Avin, who was also a eulogizer, said to him: God forbid that 
the words hook and flame should be said with regard to the 
righteous, as these are not expressions of honor. Rav Ashi asked 
him: And what will you say? He said to him: I shall say: Cry for 
the mourners and not for that which was lost, as that which was 
lost, i.e., the soul of Ravina, has gone to its eternal rest, while we, 
the mourners, are left with our sighs. 


Rav Ashi was offended by them," as their words of praise for 
Ravina might have been understood as a show of disrespect to Rav 
Ashi, since they likened Ravina to a cedar and the other Sages, Rav 
Ashi included, to hyssops of the wall. Due to Rav Ashi’s anger, 
their feet turned inward and became crooked. On that day when 

Ravina actually died, neither of them came to eulogize him. This 

is what Rav Ashi said using a metaphor to describe this incident: 

Neither bar Kippok can perform halitza, nor can bar Avin per- 
form halitza, because their feet are crooked and so their shoes 

cannot be removed from their feet in the proper manner. 


When Rava once came to the Tigris” River, and he was con- 
cerned that he might be swept away by the water, he said to bar 
Avin: Rise and saya prayer on our behalf. He rose and said: Most 

of the third, a poetic reference to the Jewish people (Isaiah 19:24), 
has come" in the water, implying that Rava was equal in impor- 
tance to the majority of the Jewish people. Remember then and 

have mercy on us. Although we have strayed from you like an 

unfaithful woman strays from her husband, do not forsake and 

punish us like the sign of the bitter water, with which a woman 

suspected of adultery is tested. That is to say, do not punish us 

with water. 


Apropos eulogies for righteous men, the Gemara presents the 
names: Hanin, Yohanan, Zeira, Abba, Ya’akov, Yosei, Shmuel, 
Hiyya, and Menahem; this is a mnemonic device for the stories 
that follow. 


It was related that Rabbi Hanin was a son-in-law in the house of 
the Nasi. At first he did not have any children, but he prayed that 
God have mercy on him, and then had a child. On the same day 
that a son was born to him, he himself passed away. A certain 
eulogizer opened his eulogy for him with the following words: 
Happiness has been turned into sorrow; joy and suffering have 
become joined together." At the moment of his happiness he 
sighed his dying breath. At the moment he was graced with a son, 
his own grace was lost. And they named the child Hanan after 
his father. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rav Ashi - 


nox I7: Rav Ashi was a sixth generation Babylonian 


Various factors helped Rav Ashi undertake this great project, 


sage whose major work was editing the Babylonian Talmud, 
ogether with Ravina. He was born in the year 352 and studied 
with Rav Kahana. Rav Ashi reestablished the academy in Sura, 
which had not functioned since the days of Rav Hisda, and he 
ed that yeshiva for sixty years. 

Rav Ashi and Ravina were not the first ones to edit the oral 
raditions, as there are many discussions in the Talmud whose 
anguage and style show that they were prepared long before 
Rav Ashi. Rav Ashi arranged the material that he received from 
previous generations, which emanated from different academies 
and was written in different styles, to produce an organized and 
uniform Talmud. 


which ultimately was completed over a period of several hun- 
dred years. It is likely that Rav Ashi was assisted by a committee 
of scholars who gathered in the academy in Sura. It was due to 
the unique political environment and economic conditions at 
that time that a mission of this scope could be launched. The 
Babylonian king Yazdegerd | treated all of his citizens fairly and 
showed particular interest in the Jewish community, whose 
Sages he respected. Under his reign, the economic situation of 
the Jews of Babylonia was excellent, and they enjoyed relative 
freedom. These conditions allowed the Babylonian Sages to 
commit themselves to this the vast enterprise of redacting the 
Gemara. 
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When Rabbi Yohanan passed away, Rabbi Yitzhak ben Elazar 
opened his eulogy for him as follows: Today is as difficult for 
the Jewish people as the day that the sun set at noon, as it is 
written: “And it shall come to pass on that day, says the Lord 
God, that I will cause the sun to go down at noon, and I will 
darken the earth in the clear day. And I will turn your feasts into 
mourning, and all your songs into lamentation; and I will bring 
up sackcloth upon all loins, and baldness upon every head; and 
I will make it as the mourning for an only son, and its end like 
a bitter day” (Amos 8:9-10). And Rabbi Yohanan said: This 
was the day on which King Josiah was killed (see 11 Chronicles 
35:20-24). This demonstrates that the most righteous person of 
the generation is described as the sun. 


It was further related that when Rabbi Yohanan passed away, 
Rabbi Ami sat in mourning for him for seven days and for thirty 
days as though he had lost a close relative. Rabbi Abba, son of 
Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba, said: What Rabbi Ami did, he did on 
his own, but this practice does not reflect the halakha. For Rabbi 
Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said as follows: Even 
for the death of his teacher who taught him wisdom, one sits in 
mourning over him for only one day and no more." 


The Gemara tells of another incident about a eulogy: When Rabbi 
Zeira died, a certain eulogizer opened his eulogy for him saying: 
The land of Shinar conceived and gave birth to him, as he was 
originally Babylonian, but the land of beauty, i.e., Eretz Yisrael, 
raised the darling of Babylonia, as he later moved to Eretz Yisrael 
and grew up there. Woe to her, said Rakkath, a poetic name for 
Tiberias, for her dearest vessel has been lost. 


The Gemara continues to discuss the death of the righteous: 
When Rabbi Abbahu passed away, the pillars of Caesarea, his 
city, ran with water’ as if they were shedding tears over him. 
When Rabbi Yosei passed away, the gutters of Tzippori, his city, 
flowed with blood. When Rabbi Ya’akov passed away, the stars 
were visible during the day. When Rabbi Asi passed away, all 
the trees were uprooted in a storm. When Rabbi Hiyya passed 
away, fiery stones fell from the sky. When Rabbi Menahem, son 
of Rabbi Yosei, passed away, the faces of the statues became 
smooth as if they had been smoothed with a plasterer’s trowel 
[mehlatzaya].' 


When Rabbi Tanhum bar Hiyya passed away, every statue 
[andartaya] of the king were mutilated. When Rabbi Elyashiv 
passed away, seventy tunnels of thieves were dug" in Neharde’a, 
because as long as he was alive there were no thieves in the town 
due to his merit. When Rav Hamnuna passed away, hail stones 
fell from the sky. When Rabba and Rav Yosef passed away, 
the tops of the bridges of the Euphrates collapsed and touched 
each other. When Abaye and Rava passed away, the tops of the 
bridges of the Tigris collapsed and touched each other. When 
Rabbi Mesharshiyya passed away, the palm trees became laden 
with thorns [shitzei].' 


§ The Gemara returns to the subject of tearing garments in 
mourning: The Sages taught the following baraita: 


Mourning over the death of a teacher - 317 nin by bax: 
One rends all of his garments in mourning when his primary 
Torah teacher dies. Similarly, a convert rends his garments over 
the death of the rabbi who accepted him as a convert (Pithei 
Teshuva, citing Sha‘arei Efrayim). Some say that he rends only 


HALAKHA 


one handbreadth of his garment, but he may never mend this 
tear. In addition he should practice all the customs of mourn- 
ing for a portion of the day on the day of death or the day on 
which he receives news of the death (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 242:25). 
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NOTES 


The pillars of Caesarea ran with water — Tay wnmy 
89 pT: Rav Hai Gaon writes that the events described 
here were miraculous occurrences that happened in 
those days so that everyone would recognize what was 
lost when the righteous person passed away. However, 
the Meiri explains that all of these statements do not 
refer to actual events and instead are portions of eulo- 
gies, with each description being a colorful explanation 
of mourning for the death (see Ran). In any event, there 
is a relationship between what is stated here and the 
personalities of those who passed away. For example, for 
Rabbi Abbahu, who was the leader of the Jewish people 
and based in Caesarea, even the pillars of Caesarea shed 
ears. When the stars were visible during the day it was 
because the sky became dark in the middle of the day. 
When the faces of the statues were smoothed it was 
because Rabbi Menahem bar Yosei would not look at 
any image, even if there was only a slight concern that 
it was used for idol worship. Similarly, when the bridges 
collapsed, it was because bridges represent something 
hat holds a community together. 


Tunnels of thieves were dug - SFAIMNA...1AMX: Some 
explain that this means that the number of thieves 
increased greatly, as during his life they were kept in 
check due to his merit. Others explain that these tun- 
nels were holes that opened by themselves in the 
ground, alluding to the same idea (Commentary on 
Moed Katan). 


LANGUAGE 

Plasterer’s trowel [mehlatzaya] - wyb: Some 
explain that this word means plasterer’s trowel, and 
in this context it means that the statues’ faces were so 
smooth it was as though they had been smoothed over 
with a trowel. Others explain that the word means reed 
mats [mahatzalot], and in this case the statues’ faces 
were covered by mats. This also appears to be the mean- 
ing in other, parallel, sources. 


Statue [andartaya] — KYN: Apparently from the 
Greek åvõprávtoç, andriantos, meaning a statue of a 
person. 


Thorns [shitzei]— »¥°w: This Aramaic word is ordinar- 
ily used to describe the hardened branches of a palm 
tree, which become quite sharp and thorny after several 
years. 


Thorny palm branch 
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HALAKHA 
Rending garments over one’s teacher — by mp 
ja: If one’s teacher dies, from whom he had learned 
the majority of his Torah, whether it be Bible, Mishna, 
or Gemara, he must rend his garments until his heart 
is revealed, and some say that he is required to rend 
only one handbreadth of his garments. These tears 
may never be sewn, even if they were made upon 


hearing of the death only some time later. However, 


if one did not acquire most of his knowledge from this 
teacher, then he rends his garment over his death as 
he would over other relatives for whom he is required 
to mourn. Even if one learned only one thing from 
his teacher, he should rend his garments over this 
teacher's death. Some say that even a tear made 
over a teacher who was not one’s primary teacher 
may not be sewn (Rema). Some say that colleagues 
who study with each other treat each other as their 
primary teacher, and some say that they treat each 
other like other teachers. There are also those who 
say that rending garments over a colleague or over 
a teacher from whom one learned a single thing is 
merely a stringency. Therefore, the common practice 
is to be lenient (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 340:8). 


Rending garments over bad tidings - by mp 
niy nipsaw: Upon hearing bad tidings, e.g., a large 
part of the community went out to war, one makes 
a tear that may never be mended, even if only a few 


people died or were taken captive (Rema). In addition, 


this tear may be tacked only on the day following 
hearing the news (Shakh, citing Beit Yosef). This ruling 
is in accordance with the baraita and the Gemara’s 
conclusion (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 340:36). 
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And these are the rents of mourning that may never be properly 
mended: One who rends his garments for the death his father, or 
for his mother, or for his teacher who taught him Torah, or for the 
Nasi, or for the president of the court; or upon hearing evil tidings; 
or hearing God’s name being blessed, which is a euphemism for 
hearing God’s name being cursed; or when a Torah scroll has been 
burned; or upon seeing the cities of Judea that were destroyed or 
the destroyed Temple or Jerusalem in ruins. This is the way one 
conducts himself when approaching Jerusalem when it lies in ruin: 
He first rends his garments for the Temple and then extends the rent 
for Jerusalem. 


The Gemara elaborates upon the halakhot mentioned in this baraita: 
From where do we derive that one must rend his clothing for his 
father, his mother, and his teacher who taught him Torah?" As it is 
written with regard to the prophet Elijah, when he ascended to 
Heaven ina tempest: “And Elisha saw it, and he cried, My father, my 
father, the chariots of Israel and their horsemen” (11 Kings 2:12). 
The Gemara interprets this verse as follows: “My father, my father”; 
this comes to teach that one must rend his garments for the death of 
his father or mother. “The chariots of Israel and their horsemen’; 
this comes to include also one’ teacher who taught him Torah. 


The Gemara asks: From where may it be inferred that this is referring 
to one’s teacher? The Gemara explains: As the verse was translated 
by Rav Yosef:" My teacher, my teacher, who was better for the 
protection of the Jewish people with his prayers than an army with 
chariots and horsemen. 


And from where do we derive that these rents are never to be prop- 
erly mended? As it is written: “And he took hold of his own clothes, 
and rent them in two pieces” (11 Kings 2:12). From the fact that it is 
stated: “And he rent them,” do I not know that he rent them in two 
pieces? Rather, when the verse adds that they were torn into two 
pieces, it teaches that they must remain torn in two pieces forever. 
Accordingly, this rent must never be properly mended. 


Reish Lakish said to Rabbi Yohanan: But isn’t Elijah still alive? Why, 
then, did Elisha rend his garments for him? He said to him: Since it 
is written: “And he saw him no more” (11 Kings 2:12), Elijah was 
considered dead from Elisha’s perspective, and so Elisha rent his 
clothing for him. 


§ From where do we derive that one must rend his clothing for the 
death of the Nasi or the president of the court and upon hearing evil 
bad tidings?" As it is written, when David heard about the defeat of 
Israel and the death of Saul and his sons: “Then David took hold of 
his clothes, and rent them; and likewise all the men that were with 
him: And they mourned, and wept, and fasted until evening, for 
Saul and for Jonathan his son, and for the people of the Lord, and 
for the house of Israel; because they were fallen by the sword” 
(11 Samuel 1:1-12). 


The Gemara explains how the aforementioned halakhot are derived 
from the verse: “Saul”; this is a reference to the Nasi, as Saul was king 
of Israel. “Jonathan”; this is a reference to the president of the court. 

“For the people of the Lord, and for the house of the Israel”; these 
are a reference to evil tidings. 


NOTES 


As it was translated by Rav Yosef, etc. — 131 4B? 31 0340273: 
This explanation is necessary because without it we would think 
that Elisha rent his garments over the death of Elijah because 
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Elijah was a prophet. We learn from this translation that Elisha 
rent his garments over him because Elijah was his teacher 
(Ritva). 
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Rav bar Shaba said to Rav Kahana: But perhaps you can say 
that one need not rend his clothing until all these calamities 
occur together, and that rending clothing is performed only over 
a tragedy of this magnitude. He said to him: The repetition of 
the word “for”: “For Saul,” “for Jonathan,” and “for the people of 
the Lord” divides the matter and teaches that each individual 
misfortune is sufficient cause to rend one’s garments. 


The Gemara asks: But do we actually rend our clothing upon 
hearing evil tidings? But didn’t they say to Shmuel: King Shapur 
killed twelve thousand Jews in Mezigat' Caesarea,’ and Shmuel 
did not rend his clothing? The Gemara answers: They said that 
one must rend his clothing upon hearing evil tidings only ina case 
where the calamity involved the majority of the community of 
Israel and resembles the incident that occurred when Saul was 
killed and the entire nation of Israel suffered defeat. 


The Gemara tangentially asks: Did King Shapur really kill Jews? 
But didn’t King Shapur say to Shmuel: I have a blessing coming 
to me, for I have never killed a Jew? The Gemara answers: King 
Shapur never instigated the killing of Jews; there, however, they 
brought it upon themselves, as Rabbi Ami said in an exagger- 
ated manner: Due to the noise of the harp strings of Mezigat 
Caesarea, the walls of Laodicea were breached, for the residents 
of the city celebrated when they rebelled against King Shapur. 
Because they rebelled against him and threatened his rule, he was 
forced to kill them. 


§ The Gemara continues its analysis of the baraita: From where 
do we derive that one must rend his garments upon hearing 
God’s name being blessed, i.e., cursed?" As it is written with 
regard to the blasphemous words said by Rab-shakeh: “Then 
came Eliakim, son of Hilkiya, who was over the household, and 
Shebna the scribe, and Joah, son of Asaph, the recorder, to 
Hezekiah with their clothes rent” (11 Kings 18:37). 


The Sages taught a baraita with regard to this issue: Both one who 
actually hears the curse and one who hears from the mouth of 
the one who heard the curse are obligated to rend their garments. 
But the witnesses who testify against the person who uttered the 
blasphemy are not obligated to rend their clothing when they 
testify as to what they heard because they already rent their 
clothing when they heard the curse the first time. 


The Gemara asks: What difference does it make that they rent 
their garments when they heard the curse the first time? Didnt 
they hear it again now? The Gemara rejects this argument: This 
will not enter your mind, as it is written: “And it came to pass, 
when King Hezekiah heard it, that he rent his clothes” (11 Kings 
19:1). This indicates that the king rent his garments, but those who 
reported the blasphemy to him did not rend theirs, as they had 
already rent their garments the first time. 


And from where do we derive that these rents may not be 
properly mended?" This is derived by way of a verbal analogy 
between the verb rending used here with regard to Hezekiah and 
the verb rending used in the case of Elijah and Elisha. 


HALAKHA 


Rending garments over the cursing of God’s name - my) 
ova naa by: One who hears a Jew curse God's name, even if 
the blasphemer uses another term to refer to God or speaks in a 
foreign language (Rema), is required to rend his garments. One 
who hears the Tetragrammaton being cursed is required to rend 
his garments, even if it is uttered by a gentile (Shakh, citing Ram- 
ban). However, one is not required to rend his garments upon 
hearing a gentile curse God's name more generally. Some say that 
today an apostate is considered to be like a gentile in this regard 


(Rema). If a Jew came and said that he heard a certain curse, then 
one who hears this report is required to rend his garments. Even 
when one hears from the witnesses in court who testify that so- 
and-so cursed God's name, he is required to rend his garments. 
Some say that if the witnesses do not explicitly state the curse, 
then one is not required to rend their garments (Pithei Teshuva, 
citing Rambam and Semag). The witnesses themselves, who have 
already rent their garments, are not required to do so a second 
time (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 340:37). 


LANGUAGE 


Mezigat - nyt: The variation megizat appears to be 
preferable, as it means passage or path and is similar to 
the Arabic jl, majaz. 


BACKGROUND 


King Shapur and Mezigat Caesarea - n») xan iaw 
1p: The King Shapur mentioned here refers to the king 
of Persia, Shahpuhr the first, who ruled from 241-272 CE. 
He had especially close ties with the Sage Shmuel. King 
Shapur was the founder of the great Sassanid Empire, 
and he expanded its borders while waging numerous 
wars against the Romans. Through wartime journeys, 
he reached Anatolia and even Syria. Mezigat Caesarea 
appears to be the city of Kayseri in modern day Turkey, 
which was the capital of Cappadocia in that time. The 
residents of this place, including the Jewish residents, 
rebelled against the king. During the ensuing battle, the 
area changed hands many times. Due to the strategic 
importance of this area, this rebellion had an extremely 
great influence, and consequently, they said in an exag- 
gerated manner that the walls of Laodicea, which was 
hundreds of kilometers away, shook due to this rebel- 
lion. Because of its strategic importance, the rebellion 
was strongly crushed by King Shapur, even though he 
ordinarily had warm relations with the Jews. 


Bas-relief sculpture depicting the triumph of Shapur | over the Roman 
emperor Valerian 


NOTES 


From where do we upon hearing God's name being 
blessed, i.e., cursed — ton ow nD by: Although it is 
not explicitly stated that God's name was cursed, Rab- 
Shakeh’s statement implied disrespect toward God, for 
he compared the Holy One, Blessed be He, to the gods 
of others nations, and this is considered to be like a curse 
(Rashi on II Kings 18:37; see Maharsha). 


And from where do we derive that these rents may 
not be properly mended — Pan prism xd: The Rosh 
disagrees with this derivation by means of verbal analogy. 
He prefers a textual variation mentioned by the Ra‘avad: It 
is stated: “With torn garments’ (Il Kings 18:37). It is derived 
from this statement that the garments must remain torn 
forever. 
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HALAKHA 


Rending garments over the burning of the Torah - mw 
ming now by: One is required to rend his garments 
twice upon seeing a Torah scroll, phylacteries, or even 
a scroll of Prophets or Writings being burned, erased, or 
torn by force, in order to destroy it (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 340:37). 


NOTES 


For the Lord has afflicted her [hoga] — min ’7 13: Some 
explain that the word hoga can be read as haga, uttered, 
meaning that it was the Lord who said this (Rashi, from 
manuscript). 


By inference they were required to rend their clothing - 
yp apatbban:The Rosh comments that the derivation 
mentioned here does not imply that it is prohibited to 
mend a tear made for a burned Torah scroll. Instead, he 
holds that it is possible to derive this through an a fortiori 
inference. If one rends his garments and may never mend 
them over the deaths of those who study the Torah, i.e., 
one’s teachers, shouldn't this be the case all the more for 
the Torah itself? 


Sitting before Rabbi Abba - xax +277 map 2m: Some 
change the text of the Gemara, removing the phrase: Were 
sitting before, as how could Rabbi Abba sit before himself? 
Rav Betzalel Ronsburg explains that there is no need to 
alter the text, for there were several amora’im known as 
Rabbi Abba. 


By force and it resembles the incident that occurred — 
maw mwy vita: Some explain that this term means 
specifically with violence and not by accident. One rends 
his garments only when the destruction occurs through 
human action and in a situation where the person see- 
ing the burning cannot prevent it. However, one is not 
required to rend his garments if it occurred through an 
accident (Rashi, from manuscript). Some say that this 
applies only when the tearing was specifically done in 
order to anger God. Some of the later authorities suggest 
that one is required to rend his garments only when the 
act is performed by a Jew by force, as was the case with 
Jehoiakim (see Tal Hayyim). 
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From where do we derive that one must rend his garments 
when a Torah scroll has been burned?" As it is written: “And it 
came to pass, that when Jehudi had read three or four leaves, 
he would cut it with a penknife, and cast it into the fire that was 
in the brazier” ( Jeremiah 36:23). With regard to the verse itself 
the Gemara asks: What is meant by “three or four leaves,’ and 
why did he cut the book only at that point? 


The Gemara explains: They said to Jehoiakim: Jeremiah has 

written a book of Lamentations over the future downfall and 

destruction of Jerusalem. He said to them: What is written in 

it? They read him the first verse: “How does the city sit solitary” 
(Lamentations 1:1). He said to them: I am king, and this does 

not apply to me. They read him the second verse: “She weeps 

sore in the night” (Lamentations 1:2). He said to them: I am 

king, and this does not apply to me. They read him the third verse: 
“Judah is gone into exile due to affliction” (Lamentations 1:3). 
He said to them: I am king. They read to him: “The ways of 
Zion do mourn” (Lamentations 1:4). He said to them: Iam king. 
These are the four leaves, or verses, that he read first. 


They read him an additional verse: “Her adversaries have 
become the chief” (Lamentations 1:5), i.e., the reigning king will 
be removed from power. Once he heard this, he said to them: 
Who said this? They said to him: This is the continuation of the 
verse: “For the Lord has afflicted her" for the multitude of 
her transgressions” (Lamentations 1:5). Immediately, he cut 
out all the names of God from the book and burned them in 
fire. This is as it is written: “Yet they were not afraid, nor rent 
their garments, neither the king, nor any of his servants that 
heard all these words” (Jeremiah 36:24). By inference, this shows 
that they were required to rend their clothing" when they saw 
this. 


Rav Pappa said to Abaye: Perhaps you can say that they should 
have rent their garments due to the evil tidings contained in the 
scroll and not because of the destruction of the book? Abaye said 
to him: Were they evil tidings at that time? This was a prophecy 
and not an account of current events. 


Rabbi Helbo said that Rav Huna said: One who sees a Torah 
scroll that was torn is obligated to make two rents, one for the 
parchment that was damaged and one for the writing, as it is 
stated: “Then the word of the Lord came to Jeremiah, after the 
king had burned the scroll and the words” (Jeremiah 36:27). 
This implies that a separate rent must be made for each of them, 
both the parchment and the writing. 


It was related that Rabbi Abba and Rav Huna bar Hiyya were 
sitting before Rabbi Abba." Rabbi Abba needed to relieve him- 
self. He removed his phylacteries from his head and placed 
them on the cushion on which he was sitting. An ostrich® came 
and wanted to swallow the phylacteries. 


He said: Now, had it succeeded to swallow it, I would have been 
obligated to make two rents. He said to him: From where do 
you derive this? There was an incident in which I was involved 
and I came before Rav Mattana asking what to do, but he did 
not have an answer readily available. I then came before Rav 
Yehuda, and he said to me: Shmuel said as follows: They said 
that one is obligated to rend his clothing only when a Torah scroll 
or some other sacred book is torn by force, and it resembles the 
incident that occurred" with Jehoiakim. 


BACKGROUND 


Ostrich — xma Na: The bird mentioned here is among those 
ordinarily found in the desert. However, elsewhere ostriches 
were also raised domestically, apparently for their feathers. 


These birds are well known for their inclination to swallow 
almost anything, even objects normally considered to be 
inedible. 
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Q From where do we derive that one must rend his garments 
upon seeing the cities of Judea in ruin?" As it is written: 
“There came certain men from Shechem, from Shiloh, and 
from Samaria, eighty people, their beards shaven, and their 
clothes rent, and having cut themselves, with offerings 


and incense in their hand, to bring to the house of the Lord” 


(Jeremiah 41:5). This indicates that they rent their garments 
upon seeing the destruction. 


Rabbi Helbo said that Ulla Bira’a said that Rabbi Elazar said: 
One who sees the cities of Judea in their desolation says: 
“Your sacred cities are become a wilderness” (Isaiah 64:9), 
and then rends his garments. One who sees Jerusalem in its 


desolation says: “Zion is a wilderness, Jerusalem a desolation” 


(Isaiah 64:9), and then rends his garments. One who sees the 
Temple in its desolation says: “Our sacred and our beautiful 
house, where our fathers praised You, is burned with fire; and 
all our pleasant things are laid waste” (Isaiah 64:10), and then 
rends his garments. 


It was taught in the baraita: He first rends his garments for the 
Temple and then extends the rent for Jerusalem. And they 
raise a contradiction from another baraita that states: Both 
one who hears that Jerusalem is in ruin and one who sees the 
destruction, once he reaches Mount Scopus [Tzofim],* rends 
his garments. And he rends his garments for the Temple 
separately and for Jerusalem separately. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This baraita, which 
states that instead of making a separate rent for Jerusalem one 
may extend the first rent that he had made for the Temple, is 
referring to the case where one reached the Temple first, before 
seeing the rest of Jerusalem, and saw it in ruin. That baraita, 
which states that one must make separate rents for Jerusalem 
and for the Temple, is referring to the case where one reached 
Jerusalem first, and only afterward the Temple. 


§ The Sages taught the following baraita: And all of these rents, 
one may tack them together with loose stitches," and hem 
them," and gather them, and fix them with imprecise ladder- 
like stitches.” But one may not mend them with precise stitches. 


Rav Hisda said: 


NOTES 


From where do we derive that one must rend his garments 
upon seeing the cities of Judea in ruin - tan AT WwW: The 
Gemara does not mention the cities of the kingdom of Israel is 
because in Judah it was known which cities had always been 
Jewish. However, in the Galilee, which was only partially settled 
by those who returned from Babylonia, they were unsure which 
cities were considered to be Jewish cities (Maharsha). 


Tack them [sholelan] and hem them [molelan], etc. - bows 
bins: Several explanations are offered with regard to the details 


Rending garments over the cities of Israel and the Temple — 
wapam byw why mwj: If one sees the cities of Judea in their 
aed state, as he "approaches he says: “Your sacred cities 
have become a wilderness’ (Isaiah 64:9), and rends his garments. 
Even if the cities are inhabited by Jews, they are still considered 
to be destroyed as long as they are under foreign, gentile rule. As 
one approaches Jerusalem and reaches Mount Scopus [7zofim], 
he recites the verse: “Zion has become a wilderness, Jerusalem a 
desolation” (Isaiah 64:9), and rends his garments. Some say that 
tzofim refers to a specific place, while others understand it to be 
any place from which Jerusalem is visible (see Magen Avraham). 
Practically speaking, since the area surrounding Jerusalem is 
built up one does not rend his garments before seeing the walls 
of the Old City (Kaf HaHayyim). Afterward, when he sees the site 
where the Temple stood, he says: “Our holy and our beautiful 


HALAKHA 


of these actions. Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel explains that the 
words shelila and melila refer to types of tying without the use 
of a needle. However, when the Gemara refers to gathering 
them and fixing them with ladder-like stitches it means using 
an imprecise type of stitch, which does not fall into the category 
of sewing. Rashi explains that sholelan refers to tacking with 
wide stitches, molelan refers to binding the two edges of a tear 
together with two stitches, and gathering [/oktan] refers to sew- 
ing a tear from top to bottom with proper stitching (Rashi, from 
manuscript). 


Temple, where our fathers praised You, is burned with fire; and 
all our pleasant things are laid waste” (Isaiah 64:10), and he rends 
his garments a second time. These tears should be at least one 
handbreadth in length. If one arrives from the east and sees the 
ruins of the Temple first, then he should rend his garments over 
the Temple and extend this tear over Jerusalem. Anyone who 
has not seen the destroyed cities or the ruins of the Temple for 
thirty days must rend his garments again (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 5611-2 and Rema). 


Tacking the tears — Dywyn bbw: Tears made over the death of 
one’s father or Torah teacher, bad tidings, the burning of the Torah, 
the cities of Judea, or the Temple may never be sewn. However, 
they may be tacked and closed up in a different manner on the 
following day (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 340:39). 


BACKGROUND 


Tzofim — m5i¥: Some people explain that the word tzo- 


fim refers to a specific place, perhaps what is referred 
to today as Mount Scopus, from which one could see 
Jerusalem and the Temple. Others say that tzofim more 
generally refers to any place from which one can see the 
city of Jerusalem. 


View of Jerusalem from Mount Scopus 


View of Mount Scopus from Jerusalem 


Ladder-like stiches — ninbip pad: Connecting a tear 
with parallel stitches creates a ladder-like form 


Ladder-like stitching 
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Perek III 
Daf26 Amudb 


BACKGROUND 


Alexandrian mending - HND wx: This refers to the 
city of Alexandria in Egypt. In ancient times, it was the center 
of science and technology in the Middle East, and perhaps in 
the entire world. Items of high quality were named for the city, 
and consequently the highest quality of sewing is referred to 
as Alexandrian sewing. 


NOTES 


Alexandrian mending - HND aroy: Some say that this 
refers to precise sewing, in which the stitching is straight and 
smooth on the outer side of the garment, although it protrudes 
rom the inner side of the garment (Ra'avad; Rabbeinu Yeho- 
natan of Lunel). Others say that this refers to a type of mending 
hrough which the torn threads are removed and replaced and 
new threads are woven into the garment (Rabbeinu Hananel; 
Ramban; see Jerusalem Talmud). The Ritva writes that since 
he definition of Alexandrian sewing disputed, one should act 
stringently in accordance with both opinions. Therefore, it is 
prohibited for a mourner to mend a garment from one side. 
Conversely, only a garment that is properly mended may be 
rent in mourning. Some write that Alexandrian sewing refers 
o strong stitching, as opposed to tacking, which is imprecise, 
emporary stitching (Commentary on Moed Katan; Rabbi 
Shlomo ben HaYatom; Meiri). 


The initial rending is three fingerbreadths - ny nnn 
niyayx why: Tosafot ask how this measure is derived. Earlier 
(22b) the Gemara cited the verse “and he took hold” (1I Kings 
2:12) as a source. Some explain that this does not refer to hold- 
ing with the entire hand, as it would then be a handbreadth; 
rather, it refers to the way people ordinarily hold a garment, 
with three fingers (Ritva). 
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And the reference here is to the Alexandrian method of 
mending,”™" a type of sewing performed in Alexandria, which 
is considered to be of exceptional quality and after which the 
tear is no longer visible. 


The Sages taught the following baraita: One who rends his 
garment in a place that had been loosely tacked together, or 
from the hem of the garment," or on the gathering, or on the 
ladder-like stiches has not fulfilled his obligation to rend it. 
But if he rends it in a place that had been carefully mended, he 
has fulfilled his obligation, because such a garmentis regarded 
as whole. Rav Hisda said: And here, too, the reference is to the 
Alexandrian method of mending and not to ordinary sewing. 


The Sages taught another baraita: One is permitted to turn a 
garment that was rent on the upper edge upside down and 
then mend it in a precise fashion. Rabbi Shimon ben Elazar 
prohibits careful mending in this case as well. And if one 
wishes to sell a garment that he had previously rent in mourn- 
ing, just as the seller, who had rent the garment, is prohibited 
from carefully mending the garment, so too the buyer, who 
purchases it from him, is prohibited from mending it. The 
seller must therefore inform the buyer that the rent was made 
on account of mourning and may not be mended." 


The Sages taught a baraita: The initial rending is a hand- 
breadth in length, and the extension, if one is obligated to rend 

his garment for other deceased relatives and he wishes to use 

the same rent for this purpose, is three fingerbreadths; this is 

the statement of Rabbi Meir. Rabbi Yehuda says: The initial 

rending is three fingerbreadths" in length, and its extension 

is any amount, with no minimum measure." 


Ulla said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Meir that the initial rending is one handbreadth in 
length, and the halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda that an extension can be any length. The 
Gemara comments: That is also taught in a baraita: Rabbi 
Yosei says: The initial rending is one handbreadth, and the 
size of the extension is any minimal amount. By tradition, the 
halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei when 
he disagrees with any one of his colleagues. 


HALAKHA 


With Alexandrian mending — psd mya: If a tear may 
not be mended, this prohibition includes Alexandrian sewing, 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Hisda (Rambam Sefer 
Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 9:3). 


One who rends...from the hem, etc. - an ina..vypa 
^3): One who rends his garment in mourning from within a 
hem, or in a similar manner, does not fulfill his obligation to 
rend his garment. However, if he rends something that was 
attached with Alexandrian sewing, i.e., stitching that is not 
noticeable from the outside, then he fulfills his obligation 
in accordance with the opinion of Rav Hisda (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 340:20). 


Tears that may not be sewn - DTKIN DYR DY TP: All tears 
in this category may never be sewn, even if one turns the gar- 
ment upside down so that the torn portion is on the bottom. 


Similarly, it is prohibited to purchase such a garment in order 
to sew it; therefore, one who sells a garment that was rent 
in mourning must inform the buyer (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 340719). 


The measure of the tear — nyp nyw: One must tear his gar- 
ment one handbreadth as a sign of mourning. If his garment 
was already torn and he heard within seven days of the death 
that another family member died, then he extends this tear 
one handbreadth. If the second death occurred more than 
seven days after the first death, then he may add any amount 
to the first tear. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yosei. However, it applies only to mourning over other 
relatives; for a father and mother, one is required to rend his 
garment until he reaches the point in the garment that covers 
his heart (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 340:3). 
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The Sages taught the following baraita: If they first said to a 
person that his father died, and he rent his garment, and after- 
ward they told him that his son died, and he added to the same 
rent, in such a case the lower portion of the rent that had been 
made for his son may be mended. ‘The is because, after complet- 
ing the period of mourning, one is permitted to mend a rent made 
for relatives other than one’s parents. However, the upper portion 
of the rent may not be mended, as a tear made for one’s father 
may never be carefully sewn back together. 


If, on the other hand, they said to him first that his son died, and 
he rent his garment, and afterward they told him that his father 
died, and he added to the same rent, then in that case the upper 
portion of the rent, which that had been made for his son, may 
be mended, but the lower portion of the rent, which had been 
made for his father, may not be mended. 


If they said to him all at one time that his father died, his mother 
died, his brother died, and his sister died, then he may make 
one rent for all of them. Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira says: For 
all ofhis other relatives he makes one rent, and for his father and 
mother he makes another rent, as one must not add to a rent 
made for his father and mother." 


The Gemara asks: What is the reason for Rabbi Yehuda ben 
Beteira’s opinion that one may not add to the rent torn for a 
mother or father? Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said: Because they 
cannot be added;" one has only one father and one mother and 
cannot add others. 


Shmuel said: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira. The Gemara asks: And did Shmuel 

actually say this? But didn’t Shmuel say the principle is that 

the halakha is in accordance with the statement of the lenient 

Sage with regard to mourning; yet here he rules in accordance 

with the more stringent opinion. The Gemara answers: The hala- 
khot of mourning are discrete and the halakhot of rending are 

discrete," and it is only with regard to the halakhot of mourning 
that Shmuel rules consistently in accordance with the lenient 

opinion. 


It was taught in a baraita: Until where may he rend his garment," 

ifhe continues to rend the same garment for additional relatives? 

He may continue rending until the point where the garment 

covers his navel. Some say: Until the point where the garment 

covers his heart. Although there is no absolute proof for the 

matter that one may rend the garment until this point, there is 

an allusion to this matter, as it is stated: “And rend your hearts, 
and not your garments” (Joel 2:13), thereby intimating that one 

may extend the rent in his garment only until he reaches the point 
where the garment covers his heart. 


NOTES 


Because they cannot be added - napina wyw Db: Some 
explain that due to the honor one must show toward his 
parents, it is not appropriate for him to extend the tear rent 
over them as mourning for another relative (see Rashi). Others 
explain that because a mourner must make a longer tear for 
his father and mother, with no maximum size, any extension 
will not be noticeable (Ra'avad; Rid; Rosh). Rabbi Yitzhak ibn 
Giat explains that one is required to rend his garment for his 
father and mother until he reaches the point on the garment 
which covers his navel, and since one may not tear below this, 
it is impossible to extend the tear (see Ramban and Ritva). 
There are also those who understand this not as a halakhic 
statement but as a moral explanation for this ruling. One will 
never have another father or mother, and therefore it is not 
appropriate to add to the tear made as a sign of mourning for 
one’s parents (Tal Torah). One may, however, have relatives in 


other categories in the future, e.g., children or even half siblings 
from his surviving parent. 


Halakhot of mourning are discrete and halakhot of rending 
are discrete — anh mp mnb mbvay: Some say that this is 
because rending garments is a Torah law, as derived from the 
verses concerning the sons of Aaron, while the halakhot of 
mourning are of rabbinic origin (Ra‘avad; see Tosefot HaRosh). 
The Ramban writes that the mitzva of rending is not itself a 
Torah law. Rather, it is a rabbinic law with supporting verses 
from the Torah. The Nimmukei Yosef writes simply that these 
two practices do not fall into the same category. Rending is 
performed before the mourning actually begins, and therefore 
Shmuel’s principle that the halakha is ruled in accordance with 
the opinion of the lenient Sage with regard to mourning does 
not apply to it. 


HALAKHA 


Extending a tear - yp) napin: If one rends his garment 


in mourning over his mother or father, and 


after seven days 


another one of his relatives dies, and he extends this tear, 


ear and not extend the first one. The latter 


until it reaches the point on the garmen 


fingerbreadths away from the first tear. If 


f the upper portion is torn, he may turn t 


he garment is torn, then he is considered 


hen the upper portion of the tear may never be sewn but 
he lower portion may be sewn. However, if one rends his 
garment over one of his other relatives and afterward hears 
hat his father or mother died, then he should make a new 


ruling is in accor- 


dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda ben Beteira (Ram- 
ban; Rabbeinu Yeruham; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 340:22). 


Until where may he rend his garment — Yip 197 T9: One 
who rent his garment in mourning and then extended this 
ear for other relatives may continue extending the tear 


that covers his 


navel. If he becomes obligated to rend his garment again, 
hen he must rend it from the edge of the garment three 


he garment has 


ears in the front, then he may turn it around and rend it 
rom the portion of the garment that is now in front of him. 
he garment over 
and rend what was formerly the bottom. If every portion of 


ike one who has 


no garment and he does not rend it (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 


De‘a 340:21). 
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NOTES 
The High Priest may tear his garment at the bot- 
tom - no Dia bina y>: Although a High Priest is 
prohibited from rending his garment as a sign of grief 
(Leviticus 21:10), he may perform a symbolic act that does 
not fall into the category of actual rending (Rashi, from 
manuscript). 
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Ifhe tore his garment until he reached the point where it covers 
his navel, he should not continue rending in the same place. 
Instead, he should move away a space of three fingerbreadths 
from the first rent and make a new rent. If the garment became 
full of rents in the front, he should turn the garment front to 
back and make a rent on the other side. If it became full of rents 
above, he should turn it top to bottom and make a rent on what 
used to be the bottom. But one who rends his garment at the 
bottom or at the sides has not fulfilled his obligation, as rending 
may be done only at the top of the garment." The High Priest, 
however, who is prohibited from rending his garments in mourn- 
ing, may tear his garment at the bottom’ to mark his mourning 
in a symbolic manner." 


Rav Mattana and Mar Ukva disagreed about the following issue, 
and both of them stated their respective opinions in the name 
of Shmuel’s father and Levi. One said: During all seven days of 
mourning, ifthe mourner hears that another relative of his passed 
away, he makes a new rent; after seven days of mourning he 
merely adds to the first one. And one said: During all of the first 
thirty days he makes a new rent; after thirty days he merely adds 
to the first one. 


Rabbi Zeira strongly objects to this: According to the one who 
said that during all seven days of mourning he makes a new 
rent, why is it not enough to add to the first one? It is because he 
may not tack it until the end of the seven-day period of mourning, 
and therefore if he adds to the rent it will look like a continuation 
of the previous tear. But then, with regard to that which the 
Master said in the baraita: After a woman rends her garment, she 
may tack the tear immediately, would you say that here also 
she may add to the first rent for a new bereavement during the 
seven-day period of mourning? 


The Gemara answers: There the woman is permitted to tack the 
rent due to the woman’s honor, as it would be dishonorable 
for her to be seen wearing torn garments. However, halakhically 
the rent is considered as if it still exists, and therefore she must 
make a new rent for a new bereavement and not merely add to 
the previous one. 


Rabbi Zeira asked further: According to the one who said that 
all thirty days of mourning one must make a new rent rather 
than add to the existing tear, why does he say this? It is because 
during the thirty days one is not given permission to properly 
mend the garment, and so it still appears to be torn. But then, in 
a case of a rent made for one’s father or mother, for which he 
is not given permission to ever properly mend it, would you 
say that he should so too be forever barred from adding to the 
rent for a new bereavement and is instead obligated to make a 
new rent? 


The Gemara answers: There he may not properly mend the rent 
due to the honor due to his father and mother. Essentially, how- 
ever, the tear is considered as if it had been sewn up after the 
thirty-day period, and therefore the son may extend it in the case 
of a new bereavement. 


HALAKHA 


The place of the rending - 7y*PT Dip: Rending may be per- 
formed on any part of the front of a garment, from the neck. 


One who rends the garment from the bottom or from the sides 
does not fulfill his obligation. Others hold that one can fulfill 
his obligation by rending from the sides of the garment. It is 
customary to rely on this lenient opinion when rending over the 
dead to whom one is not related, e.g., when one is present at the 
time when the soul departs (Shakh). However, one who rends his 


garment over relatives for whom he is required to rend it must 
do so from the neckline (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 340:2, and in 
the comment of Rema). 


Rending of a High Priest - bina {ii ny yp: A High Priest, who 
is prohibited from rending his garment, may tear the bottom 
of his garment near his feet (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei 
HaMikdash 5:6). 
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The Sages taught the following baraita: One who goes out 
before the deceased in a rent garment that he had previously 
torn" over another bereavement, thereby giving the appearance 
of having rent his garment for him, steals from the dead," as he 
did not rend a garment for him. And he similarly steals from the 
living, who see him and think that he made the tear in honor of 
the deceased, when in reality he is deceiving them. 


Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: In the case of one who says 
to his fellow: Lend me your cloak and I will go and visit my 
father because he is sick, and he goes and finds that his father 
has died, he rends the cloak and may then mend it in the proper 
manner. And when he returns home, he returns the cloak to 
his fellow and pays him the value of the rent, i.e., the deprecia- 
tion in the value of the cloak that resulted from the tear. The 
assumption is that the lender considered the possibility that the 
sick father might die, and lent the garment anyway, understand- 
ing that he might have to tear it. But if one did not inform his 
fellow that he was going to visit his sick father, he must not 
touch it, as he was not granted permission to tear the garment 
belonging to someone else." 


The Sages taught the following baraita: When a relative of a sick 
person dies," those around him do not inform him that this 
relative died, lest he lose control of his mind due to his emo- 
tional state and his grief exacerbate his physical health. And 
other people may not rend their garments in his presence, so 
that he will not know that one of his relatives passed away. And 
we silence the women who weep in his presence, so that he will 
not know that his relative is no longer alive. 


And the relatives rend the garment ofa minor child when there 
is mourning in his family in order to arouse grief. Although 
a minor is not required to rend his garments, this will add to 
the grief of those who see that even the garments of children 
are rent. And one rends his garment for his father-in-law or 
mother-in-law, although he is not required to mourn for them, 
due to the honor of his wife, to show her that he joins in her 
mourning." 


And Rav Pappa said: A Sage taught in Evel Rabbati: Amourner 

should not place a young child in his lap because the child will 
bring him to laughter, and he will be disgraced in the eyes of 
other people because he laughed while in mourning." 


§ The mishna taught: And the consolers provide the first meal 
after the burial only while the mourner sits on an upright bed 
and not on one that is overturned. The Sages taught in a baraita: 
With regard to one who goes to the house of the mourner, if 
he is confident in his friendship with him" because they are 
close friends, they provide him with the meal of comfort while 
both he and the mourner sit on overturned beds. And if he is 
not confident in his friendship with him, both he and the 
mourner should be fed on upright beds. 


The Gemara relates that something unpleasant happened to 
Rava, i.e., one of his close relatives died, and Abba bar Marta, 
who was also known as Abba bar Minyomi, entered to visit him. 
Rava stood the bed upright, treating him like any other person 
who came to comfort him. Abba bar Marta overturned the bed 
because he saw himself as being on very familiar terms with Rava. 
Rava said: How lacking in sense is this Torah scholar. Rava 
had shown from the outset that he did not consider Abba bar 
Marta to be a close friend, yet the latter ignored this message and 
viewed himself as being exceptionally close to Rava. 


The Sages taught a baraita: If one who was going from place 
to place" learned of the death of a close relative, so that he must 
now observe the rites of mourning, 


HALAKHA 


One who goes out in a rent garment that he had previously 
torn — ynp 7323 K¥ PT: One who goes out before the dead in 
a garment that was previously torn in order to make it appear 
as though he rent this garment in honor of the deceased is 
considered as though he has stolen both from the living and 
from the dead (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 340:33). 


Rending a borrowed garment — -hxw ‘34a Ny: One who 
is wearing a borrowed garment when one of his relatives 
dies may not rend it, and one who does rend such a garment 
does not fulfill his obligation (Shakh). However, if one told the 
lender that he was going to visit the sick relative, then the 
borrower may rend the borrowed garment and pay the owner 
for the damage, in accordance with the opinion of Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 340:34). 


When a relative of a sick person dies - ma b naw mhin: 
When the relative of a sick person's dies, even if it is not a 
close relative, he should not be informed of the death, lest 
his grief makes his condition worsen. Similarly, he does not 
rend his garment, and he is not told to rend it even if he 
knows about the death. Others should not cry or eulogize 
the deceased in his presence (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 337:1, 
see Shakh and Bah). 


One rends his garment for his father-in-law or mother-in- 
law -= inin yan by pyqip: Both men and women should 
rend their garments over their father- and mother-in-law. 
However, the custom nowadays is not to rend the garment 
in such a case (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 340:4, and in the 
comment of Rema). 


A mourner is prohibited from being joyous - 11DX bax 
mmawa: A mourner should not place a child on his lap for all 
seven days of mourning, lest the child take his mind off of 
his mourning. When a mourner recites havdala, he should 
not recite the verses of joy. Rather, he should begin from the 
blessings (Pithei Teshuva; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 391:1). 


Who was going from place to place - nipah Dipan inn: 
With regard to one who was traveling when he heard news of 
a death, if he can entirely avoid doing business in that place 
then this is preferable. However, if business transactions are 
unavoidable because if he does not make a purchase there 
he will not be able to find food elsewhere, then he should 
purchase the minimal essentials for the rest of his journey 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 380:23). 


NOTES 


Steals from the dead - oman nx bria: If one was obligated 
o rend his garment and did not do so, he stole the honor 
due to the deceased (see Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). Rav 
Hai Gaon writes, based on Evel Rabbati, that stealing from 
he dead is very serious because one cannot ask forgiveness 
rom the deceased, as he can with a living person whom he 
has dishonored. 


If he is confident in his friendship with him - D3 ind TION 
ja: Some explain that this means that the mourner is close 
o the consoler. Since they are so familiar with each other the 
mourner does not need to honor the consoler. The mourner 
is not required to turn the bed upright as a sign of respect 
or the guest because he knows that the guest will not be 
offended (Ramban). Others write that the consoler might 
see sitting on an overturned bed as a bad omen, and if he 
is not a regular visitor to this place then the mourners must 
take care not to upset him (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel; 
see Nimmukei Yosef). 

Alternatively, this expression refers to the mourner. If the 
mourner is so friendly that he becomes happy, then the con- 
solers must also overturn their beds in order to reach his heart 
and remind him of his mourning (Rashi, from manuscript). 


How lacking in sense - xay ma nh maa: Some explain this 
to mean that Rava acted appropriately and stood up both 
beds, yet his guest overturned his own one. He thereby put 
Rava in an inappropriate situation where he, a mourner, was 
sitting on an upright bed while his guest was sitting on an 
overturned bed (Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). 
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Perek III 
Daf27 Amuda 


NOTES 


He should reduce his business. ..and he may carry on 

with them - raw baba. ppya py»: Two explanations 
are offered for this expression. Some say that the phrase: 

He should reduce, means that he should not engage 
in business at all, and if he absolutely must do so he 
may purchase only the minimal amount to eat on the 
journey home (Rabbeinu Hananel; Rosh). Some explain 

the expression: He may carry on with them, to mean that 
he should not perform business on his own at all. Instead, 
he should join in partnership with others or others may 
engage in business on his behalf (Rashi; Rabbeinu Ger- 
shom Meor HaGola; Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). 


From when do they overturn their beds - paiz "m2 
Niwa nx: Overturning the bed signifies the beginning 
of all of the mourning practices. Since the activities of 
removing shoes or wrapping the head are not appli- 
cable to all, the Gemara referred to overturning the bed 
because it applies equally to all (Tosefot HaRosh). 


Overturning of the bed — mat n»a3: The early author- 
ities mention a statement in the Jerusalem Talmud that 
a guest in an inn does not overturn his bed because the 
gentiles there are likely to think that he is engaging in 
witchcraft. Based on this, they explain why it is no longer 
customary for a mourner to overturn his bed. When the 
Jewish people are in exile, it is as though they are always 
residing in temporary accommodations. Additionally, it is 
explained that modern beds have pieces that protrude 
upward, and overturning them would not be notice- 
able or practical; therefore, it became customary not to 
overturn one’s bed at all (see Rosh). 


All the beds he has - i ww nivna: Some ofthe early 
authorities explain that a mourner must overturn all of 
the beds in his house, whether they belong to him, to 
the members of his household, or to others. However, 
guests who are not mourners stand these beds upright 
when they wish to use them (Ramban). According to the 
Ra'avad, a mourner is required to overturn only the beds 
belonging to the members of his household (see Rosh). 


And even if he has ten beds, etc. - wy b w x1 
^a nia: Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel writes that the 
principle behind this halakha is that the obligation to 
overturn one’s bed does not apply specifically to the 
house where the person died. Rather, it is the obligation 
of every mourner. Therefore, if the mourner sleeps in 
several different places, he is required to overturn his bed 
in each place. Similarly, brothers who are each mourning 
in their own homes are required to overturn their beds. 


BACKGROUND 
Grave cover — Soja: The grave cover was a large stone 
that was rolled onto the grave to seal it. In burial caves, 
these stones, which cover the entrance to the cave, are 
considered like large stone wheels that are not suscep- 
tible to ritual impurity and that can be rolled away when 
people wish to enter the cave. 


Stone used to seal a burial cave 
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ifhe can reduce his business, he should reduce it; and ifnot, he 
may carry on with them," i.e., his business partners. He may act 
in partnership with the members of the group with which he is 
traveling, but he may not engage in business independently. 


Q The Sages taught the following baraita: From when do the 
mourners overturn their beds?" From when the corpse is taken 
out of the opening of his house; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Eliezer. Rabbi Yehoshua says: From when the tomb is sealed 
with the grave cover.™ 


There was an incident in which the Nasi Rabban Gamliel the 
Elder’ died, and once his body left the opening of his house, 
Rabbi Eliezer said to the members of the household: Overturn 
your beds. And once the tomb was sealed with the grave cover, 
Rabbi Yehoshua said to them: Overturn your beds. They then 
said to him: We already overturned them in accordance with 
the Elder, i.e., Rabbi Eliezer. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: From when do the mourners stand 
their beds upright on Friday;" as the rites of mourning are not 
observed on Shabbat, and the beds must be returned to their 
ordinary position beforehand? From minha time onward. Rabba 
bar Huna said: Even so, one may not sit down on his upright 
bed immediately. Rather, he must wait until it becomes dark 
to do so. And at the conclusion of Shabbat, even if he has only 
one more day to sit in mourning, i.e., his period of mourning 
concludes on Sunday, he must once again overturn his bed. 


The Sages taught in a baraita: With regard to one who is in 
mourning and must overturn his bed," he overturns not only 
his own bed, but rather he overturns all the beds he has" in 
his house. And even if he has ten beds" in ten different places, 
he overturns them all. And even if there are five brothers 
and one of them died, all of them overturn their beds wherever 
they live." 


HALAKHA 


When is the beginning of mourning - mba nnn om: 
ourning begins when the deceased is buried and the grave 
is covered with dirt, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yehoshua. At this point, the mourner is also required to wrap his 
head. However, he does not remove his shoes until he reaches 
his house. Nowadays, it is customary to remove one’s shoes 
immediately after the grave has been sealed. If one thought that 
he grave had been sealed and he began mourning, and it later 
became known to him that he had made a mistake, then he 
should count his mourning period from the time of the actual 
burial (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 375:1, and in the comment of 
Rema). 


The time of the standing up of the bed — mwa napr pay: A 
mourner stands his bed upright on Friday from the time of the 
afternoon prayer and onward. However, he should not sit on an 


Rabban Gamliel the Elder — ;p17 Dyba 121: Rabban Gamliel 
is referred to as the Elder to distinguish him from his grandson, 
whose name was also Rabban Gamliel, and who was referred to 
as Rabban Gamliel of Yavne. He was a grandson of Hillel the Elder 
and served as the head of the Sanhedrin for many years during 
the Temple period. 

It seems that Rabban Gamliel was the first to receive the hon- 
orary title Rabban because he was accepted by all the Sages of 
the Jewish people. Many of his rulings were cited in subsequent 
generations. He enacted many important rulings, e.g., that a 
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upright bed until it becomes dark. At the conclusion of Shabbat, 
he again overturns the bed, even if he has only one day of mourn- 
ing left (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 400:1). 


Which beds are overturned - m515 niva x: A mourner who is 
required to overturn his bed is required to overturn not only his 
own bed, but also all the beds in his house. If he has many houses 
in various places, then he must overturn all of the beds in each 
house. This obligation applies to all of the mourners. However, the 
obligation applies only to beds intended for lying on. A bed that 
has been designated for storing garments or for some other use 
need not be overturned. Similarly, a bed with large posts need 
not be overturned. With regard to a dargash, one should untie its 
loops rather than overturning it (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot 
Evel 5:18). Nowadays, the custom is not to overturn beds at all 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 387:2). 


woman may remarry based on the testimony of a single witness 
that her previous husband has died. He enacted other rulings as 
well, in order to improve public welfare. During his time, people 
would study Torah only while standing, but that practice ceased 
when he died. Therefore, it is said that when Rabban Gamliel died, 
honor for the Torah ceased (Sota 49a). 


His son was Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel, who led the Jewish 
people during the era of the Great Revolt and who was later 
executed by the Romans. 
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If, however, it is a bed designated for the storage of garments 
and not for sleeping, he is not required to overturn it. It is also 
not necessary to overturn a dargash," but rather he stands it 
upright. Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: With regard to a 
dargash, one loosens its loops [karbitav],' which hold up the 
pillows, and it falls on its own. 


The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the word dargash? 
Ulla said: It is a good-luck [gada] bed, as it was common to 
have ornamental beds for good luck, which were not used for 
sleeping. 


Rabba said to him: However, if that is so, then the following 
statement with regard to a king is difficult, as we learned in a 
mishna (Sanhedrin 20a): When the mourner’s meal is served to 
the king and his family, all the people recline on the ground, 
and he, the king, due to his honor, reclines on a dargash." Is 
there anything upon which we would not have seated him 
until now, when he was not a mourner, but now, specifically 
during the mourning period, we seat him on it? 


Rav Ashi strongly objects to this: What is the difficulty raised 
by Rabba? One can answer: The halakha is just as it is in the case 
of eating and drinking, that until now, before one became a 
mourner, we did not feed him or give him drink, but now that 
he is amourner we feed him and give him drink during the first 
meal after the burial. 


Rather, ifit is difficult, this is difficult, as we learned in a baraita: 
It is not necessary to overturn a dargash, but rather he stands 
it upright. But if it is a good-luck bed, why is it not necessary 
to overturn it? Didn’t we learn: One who is in mourning and 
must overturn his bed overturns not only his own bed, but 


rather he overturns all the beds in his house, including this 
good luck bed? 


The Gemara rejects this: And what is difficult in this? One can 
answer: The halakha is just as it is in the case of a bed designated 
for the storage of garments, as it is taught in a baraita: If it is a 
bed designated for the storage of garments, and not for sleeping, 
one is not required to overturn it. So too, one is not required to 
overturn a dargash, as it is a bed that is not used for sleeping. 


Rather if it is difficult, this is the difficulty: It was taught in a 
baraita: Rabban Shimon ben Gamliel says: With regard to a 
dargash, one loosens the loops that hold up the pillows, and it 
falls on its own. And ifit enters your mind to say that a dargash 
is a good-luck bed, it is like other beds, so what loops does it 
have? 


When Ravin came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, one of the 
Sages, whose name was Rav Tahalifa from the West, and who 
was frequently found in the market of leather workers, said to 
him: What is a dargash? It is a leather bed. 


It was also stated that Rabbi Yirmeya said: A dargash has its 
interlacing from the inside,’ i.e., attached to loops that go 
through holes that are made in the bed frame itself; whereas a 
bed has its interlacing from the outside,’ i.e., the strapping itself 
is looped around the wood of the frame, and therefore it cannot 
be loosened. 


Rabbi Ya’akov bar Aha said in the name of Rabbi Yehoshua ben 
Levi: The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel with regard to a dargash. It was also stated 
that Rabbi Yaakov bar Aha said in the name of Rabbi Asi: A 
bed whose posts [naklitin]™ extend, meaning that they are very 
long so that the bed will remain high off the ground even if it is 
overturned, may be stood upright and that is sufficient. That is 
to say, one is not required to overturn such a bed. 


NOTES 
It is not necessary to overturn a dargash — prs wart 
inisg) ‘Pw: According to the Meiri, this is because it is 
not readily apparent if the dargash is overturned, since 
it is always low to the ground. The Ritva writes that 
because a dargash is made of expensive leather, there 
is concern that it will be damaged if it is overturned, 
and therefore it is sufficient to stand it on its side as a 
sign of mourning. 


Whose posts extend - pyi’ 7 apa: Rabbeinu Yeho- 
natan of Lunel writes that the posts are two poles that 
stick out from the middle of the ends of the bed. There- 
fore, it is impossible to overturn such a bed. 


LANGUAGE 
Loops [karbitin] — ap: From the Greek kpáß Batos, 


krabatos, meaning mattress, cushion, or interlacing 
of the bed. 


Posts [naklitin] - pbp: Probably from the Greek 
åàvák\ta, anaklita, or àvákMtog, anaklitos, meaning 
leaning back in a bed or chair. 


HALAKHA 
The first meal for a king after the burial - nyo 
bab Tga: When a king eats the first meal after the 
burial of his relative, everyone else sits on the ground 


and he sits on a dargash (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Evel 7:8). 


BACKGROUND 
Interlacing from the inside - idinn ivp: 


Interlacing from the outside - maa by AV: 


Bed and bedpost - poopy myn: On the bed depicted 
in the image, the supports at the head and the foot, 
which may be the posts referred to by the Gemara, 
extend from the bed, and therefore it is difficult to 
overturn it. Furthermore, overturning it would not be 
immediately noticeable. 


Ancient Roman bed from mishnaic period 
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HALAKHA 
Sleeping on an overturned bed - 753 mg% by mw: | 
is not enough for a mourner to overturn his bed; he mus 


sleep on it overturned as well (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Evel 5:18). 


Sweep and sprinkle water — }*¥»2131 7331: It is permit- 
ted to sweep and sprinkle water on the dirt floor in a 
mourners’ house. Similarly, one may wash dishes there as 
well. However, one should not bring any type of fragran 
spices there. Spices may be taken into a house in which 
a dead body is present, but one does not recite a bless- 
ing over those spices (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 378:7). 


Customs of mourning during the intermediate days of 
the Festival - “yina mbvars aia: The mourners blessing 
is not recited in open areas during the intermediate days 
of a Festival. However, the consolers stand in a line and 
the mourners dismiss the masses (Tur, Yoreh De'a 401). 


Placing a bier during the intermediate days of the 
Festival - yina manay nnn: The bier is not placed in 
the street during the intermediate days of a Festival, so 
as not to encourage eulogizing at that time. On these 
days, eulogies are given only in honor of a Torah scholar. 
A bier is not taken for burial during the intermediate days 
of the Festival until the grave has already been prepared 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 401:1). 


LANGUAGE 
Tray [tavla] - xbav: From the Greek taba, tabla, which 
is borrowed from the Latin tabula. Ordinarily, it refers to 
a tablet that was used for writing or on which objects 
were placed. By extension, the word is used here in ref- 
erence to a flat tray that is similar to a tablet. See also 
LANGUAGE, p. 54. 


Bowl [iskutla] - xbvippr: From the Latin scutella, mean- 
ing flat dish. 


Narrow-mouthed basket [kanon] — 137: From the Greek 
Kaveovy, kaneon, or kavõv, kanon, meaning breadbasket, 
or a basket in which items were taken as gifts or to be 
sacrificed as offerings. According to the description in the 
Talmud, this basket had a narrow opening. 


182 


prin oa by pa +24 by por param 
ANPP xx? x5 -YPP ras by abit 
meat nas op xdw sami 37 1x 


Dawn maa perayn pasa 7231 uA 
nininp neniby niia nhyp pros 
DX] WORT TY PRIN PY) ba maa 

axa mab Davan 


KÈ para PY NIP TDD KT) OPN 
Saya maa onan by 1 ayan by 
-MAX xT pata KYT KIT Na 

yn 


maa-x7baxa MII- NI; wp xb 
pani 


Kb baga mab pahin px 0 
xdx papa hr xovippwa xi bapa 
Yin DX NDT DVI PN) Doa 
mig Ppi para AWA PTa A 

Day 


Syst KIW ima moet me pros px 
51 Dbi mw) by or BDA TIN 
i330 


The Sages taught the following baraita: If the mourner sleeps 

on a chair, or on a large overturned mortar, or on the ground, 
he does not fulfill his obligation, even though he is uncomfort- 
able while sleeping. Rabbi Yohanan said: This is because he did 

not fulfill the mitzva of overturning the bed." 


The Sages taught another baraita: One may sweep and sprinkle 
water" on a dirt floor in the house of a mourner, and one may 
wash bowls, cups, jugs, and pitchers in the house of a mourner. 
But one may not bring incense or fragrant spices into the 
house of a mourner. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? But doesn’t bar Kappara teach the 
following baraita: One may not recite a blessing either over 
incense or over fragrant spices in the house of a mourner? 
From this one may infer that one may not recite a blessing over 
these incense or spices, but one may bring them into the house 
of the mourner. This appears to contradict the previous baraita. 


The Gemara explains: It is not difficult. Here, the baraita is 
referring to the house of a mourner, into which spices should 
not be taken; there, the baraita that states that one may not recite 
a blessing over them, is referring to the house of the consolers, 
his relatives, into which spices may be brought." 


MI S HNA One does not bring" the first meal after 


the burial to the house of mourning on 
a small tray [tavla],' in a bowl [iskutla],™ or in a narrow- 
mouthed basket [kanon], but rather in ordinary baskets. And 
the mourners’ blessing is not recited on the intermediate days 
of a Festival, but the consolers may stand in a row when the 
mourners leave the cemetery and console them. And the mourn- 
ers dismiss the many consolers," by telling them that they may 
return home after they have fulfilled the mitzva of consoling the 
mourners." 


The bier of the deceased is not set down in the street during the 
intermediate days of a Festival" so as not to encourage eulogies. 
On an ordinary weekday, people would gather in the street 
around the bier to eulogize the deceased, but this should be 
avoided during the intermediate days of the Festival. And the 
biers of women are never set down, even if it is not the interme- 
diate days of a Festival, due to their honor. Blood might drip 
from their bodies, and it would cause them dishonor if their 
blood stained the street. 


NOTES 


The house of the mourner and the house of the consolers — 
paman ma baxa ma: The authorities disagree with regard to 
he meaning of the expression: House of the mourner. Some 
say that the house of the mourner refers to a house where the 
mourner alone is present, and the house of the consolers refers to 
he place where people come to comfort him (Ra’avad; Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan of Lunel). 

Others explain that the house of the mourner refers to a house 
hat still contains the body of the deceased, and the more correct 
name would be the house of the mourning; whereas the house 
of the consolers is the room that no longer contains the body of 
he deceased, where others come to console the mourners 
(Rosh). 

Similarly, there is a dispute with regard to the halakha, as 
here are those who say that it is permitted to bring fragrant 
spices into a house where the body of the deceased is present, 
o remove any unpleasant odor, however such spices may not be 
brought to a place where there is no dead body (Rabbi Yitzhak 
ibn Giat; Ritva; Meiri). Some say that in a house where only the 
mourner is present one may not bring fragrant spices because 
it is not appropriate for the mourner to take pleasure while he 
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is mourning. However, in honor of the consolers one may bring 
such spices (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


One does not bring - prin px: Some say that this mishna 
refers to the intermediate days of the Festival. Despite the honor 
of the intermediate days of the Festival, one may not take food 
to the mourner’s house in elaborately decorated vessels. This is all 
the more so prohibited on an ordinary weekday (Ritva). 


In a bowl - xbvipoxa: Some explain that this refers to a type 
of large bowl (Rashi) or that it was a gold or silver bowl (Arukh). 
Others understand it to be a small table (Rabbeinu Yehonatan 
of Lunel), or a fine tablecloth (Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). 


And dismiss the many consolers — wag ny mwia: Some 
explain that the mourners would dismiss the consolers imme- 
diately, telling them that they have not fulfilled their obligation 
since they cannot recite the mourners blessing (Rabbeinu Yeho- 
natan of Lunel). Those who came to console were also exempt 
after the Festival from reciting the mourners’ blessing (Ra’avad). 
Some say that in honor of the Festival it is permitted to tell the 
consolers: Go in peace (Ran). 
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G E M A RA The Sages taught the following baraita: 

At first, the meal after the burial would 
be brought to the house of the mourner in various ways. The 
wealthy would bring the meal in baskets of silver and gold, and 
the poor would bring it in baskets of peeled willow branches. 
And the poor were embarrassed," as everyone would see that 
they were poor. The Sages instituted that everyone should 
bring the meal in baskets of peeled willow branches," due to 
the honor of the poor. 


The Sages taught a similar baraita: At first, they would serve 
wine in the house of the mourner during the first meal after 
the burial; the wealthy would do so in cups made from white 
glass, and the poor would serve this wine in cups of colored 
glass.” And the poor were embarrassed, as everyone would see 
that they were poor. The Sages instituted that all should serve 
drinks in the house of the mourner in colored glass cups, due 
to the honor of the poor. 


Furthermore, at first they would uncover the faces of 
the wealthy" who passed away and cover the faces of the 
poor, because their faces were blackened by famine. And 
the poor were embarrassed because they were buried in a 
different manner. The Sages instituted that everyone’s face 
should be covered, due to the honor of the poor." 


Additionally, at first the wealthy would take the deceased 
out for burial on a dargash, and the poor would take the 
deceased out 


Baskets of peeled willow branches — maby nwy ony) op: 
Food for the first meal after burial may be transferred only in 
simple willow baskets (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 


137). 
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HALAKHA 


Covering the faces of the dead — n7393: The faces of the 
deceased should be covered, regardless of whether they were 
wealthy or poor, in accordance with the enactment of the Sages 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 353:1). 


on a plain bier made from poles that were strapped together, 
and the poor were embarrassed. The Sages instituted that 
everyone should be taken out for burial on a plain bier, due 
to the honor of the poor. 


Similarly, at first they would place incense under the beds of 
those who died with an intestinal disease, because the body 
emitted an especially unpleasant odor. And those who were 
alive with an intestinal disease were embarrassed when they 
understood that they, too, would be treated in this manner after 
their death, and that everyone would know the cause of their 
death. The Sages instituted that incense should be placed 
under everyone, due to the honor of those with an intestinal 
disease who were still living. 


Moreover, at first they would ritually immerse all the utensils 
that had been used by women who died while menstruating, 
which had thereby contracted ritual impurity. And due to this, 
the living menstruating women were embarrassed. The Sages 
instituted that the utensils that had been used by all dying 
women must be immersed, due to the honor of living men- 
struating women. And, at first they would ritually immerse 
all the utensils that had been used by zavin, men suffering from 
gonorrhea, who died, as the utensils had thereby contracted 
ritual impurity. And due to this the living zavin felt embar- 
rassed. The Sages instituted that the utensils that had been 
used by all men must be immersed, due to the honor of the 
living zavin. 


NOTES 

Would be brought...and the poor were embar- 
rassed — DWHAN DIY VT.. prin wy: There is a dispute 
as to whether the concern is for the honor of the mourners 
or the consolers. According to one opinion, people would 
use inexpensive vessels to bring food to the mourners who 
were from poor households, and the Sages were concerned 
about the honor of the poor. Alternatively, this ordinance 
was instituted because the poor consolers would bring 
simple utensils, and the Sages were concerned about the 
honor of the consolers (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel; see 
Nimmukei Yosef). 


Uncover the faces of the wealthy - or pwy 125 pan: Uncov- 
ering the face was done to increase the eulogies because 
people would be pained when they saw the face of the 
deceased. Or perhaps those present, when seeing the 
deceased, would realize that despite how beautiful he had 
once been his body will nevertheless soon become dirt and 
decay. This leads to an understanding of the frailty of life 
(Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). 


BACKGROUND 
Colored glass — my3% mit: 


Roman glassware in various colors 
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NOTES §=—W—W¥—___—__ 
Rabban Gamliel came and acted - sandy nas (x3: He 
was remembered for this practice throughout the genera- 
tions, since he did it for the sake of the masses. It was such 
an important act that when people would drink cups of 
wine in the house of the mourner, as was the custom then, 
they would also drink an extra cup in honor of Rabban 
Gamliel (Ketubot 8b). 


Hemp garments that cost one dinar — K4 32 XTI¥: Some 
explain that this is a simple thick garment (Rabbi Shlomo 
ben HaYatom). 


Killus is referring to stomping with one’s foot - pip 
bya: This custom is mentioned in the Bible as a mourn- 
ing custom, as it is stated: “Stamp your feet and say: Alas!” 
(Ezekiel 6:11). This custom continued for a long time as a sign 
of mourning in Eretz Yisrael (Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom; 
Tosefot HaRosh). 


Should not stomp with a sandal - bapa dbp» x: One 
version of the text inverts the statement and says: One 
should not stomp with a shoe, because it has a soft sole and 
one may injure himself. On the other hand, a sandal has a 
hard sole, which was made from wood (Rashi manuscript). 
There is another version that reads: Not with a shoe and not 
with a sandal, lest one become distracted and be injured. 


Once a mourner nods his head — iw yayaw Ya hax: 
Some explain that when a mourner nods his head he dis- 
plays that he has already been somewhat consoled, and it 
is no longer necessary to sit with him and trouble him with 
conversation (Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola; Rabbeinu 
Yehonatan of Lunel). Some say that since he is sitting with 
his face wrapped and he is required to sit quietly, if he 
wishes to hint that he is tired or that it is difficult for him 
to be in the company of others, then he should do so only 
with a nod of his head (Rav Hai Gaon). 


LANGUAGE 
Hemp garments [tzerada] — xt1¥: According to most 
commentaries this refers to a simple linen or hemp gar- 
ment. It is apparently related to the Middle Persian čādur, 
meaning a veil. 


Killus - pip: Apparently a Greek word, although there 
is dispute with regard to its precise origin. Some say that 
it is derived from KAnots, klèsis, meaning to raise one’s 
voice or to call. 
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Likewise, at first taking the dead out for burial was more difficult 
for the relatives than the actual death, because it was customary 
to bury the dead in expensive shrouds, which the poor could not 
afford. The problem grew to the point that relatives would some- 
times abandon the corpse and run away. This lasted until Rabban 
Gamliel came and acted" with frivolity, meaning that he waived 
his dignity, by leaving instructions that he be taken out for burial 
in linen garments. And the people adopted this practice after 
him and had themselves taken out for burial in linen garments.” 
Rav Pappa said: And nowadays, everyone follows the practice 
of taking out the dead for burial even in plain hemp garments 
[tzerada ]' that cost only a dinar." 


It is taught in the mishna: The bier of the deceased is not set down 

in the street during the intermediate days of a Festival, so as not 

to encourage eulogies. Rav Pappa said: There are no restrictions 

on eulogizing on the intermediate days of a Festival in the pres- 
ence of a deceased Torah scholar," and therefore he may be eulo- 
gizedin the ordinary manner during the Festival week. And all the 

more so a Torah scholar may be eulogized on the days of Hanuk- 
kah and Purim, which have less sanctity than the intermediate 

days of a Festival. 


The Gemara comments: But this allowance to eulogize a Torah 
scholar during the intermediate days of a Festival applies only 
when the eulogy is in the presence of the deceased, before the bier. 
However, giving a eulogy that is not in his presence is not permit- 
ted. The Gemara asks: Is that so? But didn’t Rav Kahana eulogize 
Rav Zevid from Neharde’a in his city Pum Nahara during the 
intermediate days of a Festival? Rav Pappa said: It was the day on 
which Rav Kahana received the news of Rav Zevid’s death, and a 
eulogy in such a situation is considered as if it is in his presence. 


The Gemara continues its discussion of the halakhot of mourning: 
Ulla said: Although hesped usually refers to a eulogy, strictly speak- 
ing, hesped is referring to striking oneself on the heart, as it is 
written: “Striking [sofedim] the breasts” (Isaiah 32:12). The term 
tipuah is referring to striking with one hand against the other hand, 
i.e, clapping. The term killus' is referring to stomping with one’s 
foot’ on the ground. 


The Sages taught a baraita: One who stomps his foot on the 
ground as a sign of mourning should not stomp with a sandal," 
but rather he should do so wearing a shoe, due to the danger of 
being hurt. Because a sandal is easily torn, it is possible that some- 
thing sharp on the ground will puncture his foot, or that he will 
suffer some other injury. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: Once a mourner nods his head“ to show 
that his grief has slightly diminished, the consolers may no longer 
sit next to him, as with his action the mourner shows that he no 
longer desires their presence. 


HALAKHA 


The people adopted... burial in linen garments — ...ay7 13713 
mea boa: It is customary not to bury the dead in expensive 
shrouds, even if he was a great person (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 352:1). 


There are no restrictions of a Festival in the presence of a 
deceased Torah scholar - 037 Tn 952 Tin pg: When a 
Torah scholar dies, even during the intermediate days of a Fes- 
tival, and all the more so on Hanukkah, Purim, or a New Moon, 
he is eulogized as he would be during a weekday, as a sign of 
respect. The eulogy must be delivered in the presence of his 
body, and if the body is not present it is prohibited to eulogize 
the deceased. One may also eulogize a Torah scholar on the 


day one hears about his death, even if it is not in the presence 
of his body. The custom today is to eulogize the deceased dur- 
ing the intermediate days of a Festival or on holidays only if 
the deceased is a Torah scholar and it is in his presence (Arukh 
HaShulhan; Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 401:5). 


Once a mourner nods his head — iw yayaw 1V2 bax: Once 
the consolers see that the mourner wants them to leave then 
they must leave, even if he does not say so explicitly. For 
example, they should leave even if he simply nods his head or 
motions in any other way (see Arukh HaShulhan; Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh De'a 376:1). 
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Rabbi Yohanan further said: All are obligated to stand in 
the presence of the Nasi, except for a mourner" and one who 
is sick. Rabbi Yohanan said: To all who stand before a great 
person one says: Be seated, and only then may they sit down, 
except for amourner and one who is sick. If they stood up they 
do not need permission to sit down, but rather they may do so 
if they wish. 


Rav Yehuda said in the name of Rav: A mourner on the first 
day of his mourning is prohibited from eating of his own 
bread.“" From where is this derived? From what the Merciful 
One says to Ezekiel when the latter is in mourning: “Nor eat 
the bread of men” (Ezekiel 24:17), which indicates that other 
mourners must eat bread made by others. It was related that 
when Rabba and Rav Yosef were in mourning they would 
exchange their meals" with each other. 


And Rav Yehuda said in the name of Rav: When a person dies 
in a city," all of the residents of that city are prohibited from 
performing work until he has been buried." 


The Gemara relates that when Rav Hamnuna once happened 
to come to a place called Darumata he heard the sound of a 
shofar announcing that a person had died in the town. When 
he saw some people doing work he said to them: Let these 
people be under an excommunication. Is there not a dead 
person in town? They said to him: There are separate groups 
in the town, each one responsible for its own dead. Knowing 
that the deceased was not from our group, we continued our 
work. He said to them: If so, it is permitted to you," and he 
revoked his excommunication. 


And Rav Yehuda said further in the name of Rav: Anyone who 
grieves excessively over his dead™ and does not allow himself 
to be consoled will in the end weep for another person." The 
Gemara relates that a certain woman who lived in the neigh- 
borhood of Rav Huna had seven sons. One of them died and 
she wept for him excessively. Rav Huna sent a message to her: 
Do not do this. But she took no heed of him. He then sent 
another message to her: If you listen to me, it is well, but if 
not, prepare shrouds for another death. But she would not 
listen and they all died. In the end, when she continued with 
her excessive mourning, he said to her: Since you are acting 
in this way, prepare shrouds for yourself, and soon thereafter 


she died. 


HALAKHA 


A mourner is not required to stand — sind an bax PX: A 
mourner, and similarly a sick person, is not required to stand in 
respect in the presence of the Nasi (Shulhan Arukh Yoreh De'a 
376:1, and in the comment of Rema). 


To all who stand one says, Be seated — 12W D'nix Yab: One 
who wishes to honor his fellow should say to him: Be seated. 
However, one does not say this to a mourner or to a sick person 
(Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 376:2). 


The first meal after the burial - "x14 nyd: During the 
first meal after the burial it is prohibited for the mourner to 
eat his own food, and it is a mitzva for his neighbors to bring 
him food to eat. However, if no one sends him food or he has 
no neighbors he may eat his own food and is not required to 
starve himself (Taz). It was the common practice in the time 
of the Gemara to prepare special foods as a sign of mourning, 
such as eggs or lentils, and in many places it is customary to 
serve the mourner a cup of wine. Nowadays there are many 
different customs. One may bring food to another when he is 
mourning and that person can return the favor and bring food 


to the first if he is subsequently in mourning, like Rabba and 
Rav Yosef, provided that this condition to repay the meal is not 
stated explicitly (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 378:1). 


Prohibition against working when there is a dead person in 
the city - pya m> max w: When there is an unburied 
dead person in a city all of the residents of that city are prohib- 
ited from working until he is buried. Anyone who sees a funeral 
and does not join is deserving of excommunication. If there 
are assigned groups that care for the dead, then other people 
in this city may perform work. However, at the time when the 
deceased is taken out for burial everyone must refrain from 
working (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De’a 34371). 


One who grieves excessively over his dead - ina by nwpnan 


ITA IN: One should not excessively mourn over his dead. 


Instead there should be three days of mourning, seven days 
for eulogizing, and thirty days during which it is prohibited 
to cut one’s hair or iron one’s clothes (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh 
Dea 39411). 


NOTES §=—W——_————_- 
To all who stand one says, Be seated - 147 Dynix Sab: The 
early authorities write that saying: Be seated, to a mourner 
is a bad omen, as if saying to him that he should remain in 
mourning. Tosefot HaRosh writes that in the Bible the word 
sitting means remaining and continuing. Some say that this 
custom applies only during the time of the ritual sitting 
and standing after the burial, when one may not say to the 
mourners: Be seated (Rabbeinu Yehonatan of Lunel). Others 
explain that if mourners stand before an important person 
he should not say to them: Be seated, but should instead 
use different language that does not contain a bad omen 
(see Ran). 


Is prohibited from eating of his own - byn.. biog IDX: 
The early authorities write that it is implied in the Jerusalem 
Talmud that if a mourner does not wish to eat or to accept 
assistance from other people then he may fast for the first 
day. 


Exchange their meals - wnmy mn: Some explain that 
this refers to a case in which they were both mourning at the 
same time (Commentary on Moed Katan). 


When a person dies in a city — 131 Y3 m3: Some explain 
that the halakha that all residents of a city must refrain from 
work in order to involve themselves in the burial applies 
specifically to a corpse with no one to bury it [met mitzva], 
whom everyone is obligated to bury (Beer Halakhot Gedolot). 
However, most of the early authorities do not accept this 
explanation and state that the obligation to refrain from 
working refers to whenever there is any dead person in the 
city. 


It is permitted to you - 2 NIW: Some explain this expres- 
sion to mean that you are permitted to act in accordance 
with your custom, while others say that it means that the 
excommunication that he had just declared was nullified 
(Rashi manuscript). 


One who grieves excessively [hamitkashe] over his 
dead - *x 71 Ini ima by mepa: Some, including Rashi 
in the manuscript, have a version that reads: Passionately 
eulogizes [hamakshir] or [hamitkashir], which is understood 
to mean that he excessively eulogizes his dead, as in the 
expression: Tied eulogy [hesped kashur] (Jerusalem Talmud, 
Yevamot 16:4), which refers to the custom of tying something 
to the doorway of a house so that passersby would know it 
was a house of mourning (Korban HaEda). 


Will in the end weep for another person — X17 IN ma by 
Maia: The early authorities explain this statement in two 
different ways. Perhaps he will continue to weep because he 
shows that he does not accept God's judgment upon himself. 
If so, his punishment corresponds to his transgression in that 
he is punished by having to mourn again. Alternatively, it is 
possible that he is punished for a similar reason to when 
the Jewish people in the desert were punished for crying 
without cause upon hearing the report of the spies (see 
lyyun Ya'akov). 
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To one who leaves the world without children — bind 
ma xba: Some write that since, as the Sages say, one 
who does not have children is considered to be as though 
he is dead, it is as though this person died twice, once 
during his lifetime and once after his death. Therefore, the 
grief over his demise is much greater (/yyun Ya'akov). This 
issue is explained in several other ways, based on both its 
simple meaning and the mystical meaning. 


Rav Huna said this is one who committed a transgres- 
sion — AYAY ay m Wax KIT I7: Many of the early 
authorities hold that Rav Huna does not dispute the first 
explanation of the verse. Rather, he bases his teaching 
on the second half of the same verse: “He shall return no 
more, nor see his native land,’ meaning that the sinner 
will not find a path of repentance for himself (see Ran; 
Meiri). 


Between his two thighs — yniay nw pa: Many have 
a version of the text that reads: Between his shoulders, 
meaning that the mourner stands bowed over in the 
manner of one who stands in fear lest he be stabbed in 
the back with a sword, and must consequently be fearful 
and submissive at every moment (Rabbeinu Yehonatan 
of Lunel). Tosafot cite a parallel statement from the Jeru- 
salem Talmud. It is also stated there that if a child is born 
within that family, it is a good sign that the family has 
been healed. 


Perek III 
Daf28 Amuda 


NOTES —WW—— 
Even other women — Dwi IXxw px: Some say that 
not placing the bier of women in the street is a Torah law, 
as it is derived from the Torah’s description of Miriam's 
death. Others say that it was due to the honor of the com- 
munity (Meiri). Some suggest that it is done on account 
of the women’s honor and that it is not appropriate for 
a woman to be displayed in burial shrouds before all 
(Rabbeinu Yehonatan). 
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The Sages taught in a baraita with regard to the verse that states: 
“Weep not for the dead, neither bemoan him” (Jeremiah 22:10): 
“Weep not for the dead” is referring to excessive mourning; 
“neither bemoan him” more than the appropriate measure of 
time. How so? What is the appropriate measure? Three days for 
weeping, and seven for eulogizing, and thirty for the prohibition 
against ironing clothing and for the prohibition against cutting 
hair. From this point forward the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
says: Do not be more merciful with the deceased than I am. If 
the Torah commands one to mourn for a certain period of time, 
then that suffices. 


It is stated in the continuation of the verse: “Weep sore for him 
that goes away.” Rav Yehuda said: This is referring to one who 
leaves the world without children" to survive him, since mourning 
for him is much more intense. It was related that Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Levi would go to a house of mourning only for one who 
passed away without children, as it is written: “Weep sore for him 
that goes away; for he shall return [yashuv] no more, nor see 
his native land” (Jeremiah 22:10). Rav Huna disagreed with the 
interpretation of the verse and said: “Him that goes” is one who 
committed a transgression" and then repeated it, i.e., one who sins 
constantly and does not repent [yashav], and therefore loses his 
portion in the World-to-Come, his “native land.” 


The Gemara notes that Rav Huna conforms to his standard line 
of reasoning, as Rav Huna said: Once a person commits a trans- 
gression and repeats it, it becomes permitted to him. The Gemara 
questions the wording used here: Does it enter your mind that it 
is actually permitted? How could it possibly be permitted for him 
to sin? Rather, say instead: It becomes as though it were permitted, 
for after doing it twice he no longer relates to his action as the 
violation of a serious prohibition. 


Rabbi Levi said: A mourner during the first three days of his 
mourning should see himself as though a sword were lying 
between his two thighs," meaning that he too may be facing immi- 
nent death. During this period he should live in dread. From the 
third to the seventh days he should conduct himself as if the sword 
were lying opposite him in the corner, but still threatening him. 
From this point forward it is as if the sword was moving before 
him in the marketplace, and the fear is not as great. 


Q The mishna teaches: And the biers of women are never set 
down, due to their honor. The Sages of Neharde’a say: They only 
taught this 


with regard to a woman who died in childbirth, and therefore 
continues to bleed. But the biers of other women may be set down 
in the street. 


Rabbi Elazar said: Even the biers of other women" must not be set 
down in the street," as it is written: “And Miriam died there and 
was buried there” (Numbers 20:1), which teaches that the site of 
her burial was close to the place of her death. Therefore, it is prefer- 
able to bury a woman as close as possible to the place where she 


died. 


HALAKHA 


The bier of a woman in the street — ainya wx Mw: The bier 
of a deceased woman is never placed in the street, even if she 
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did not die in childbirth, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Elazar (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 355:1). 
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With regard to that same verse Rabbi Elazar said further: 
Miriam also died by the divine kiss, just like her brother Moses. 
What is the source for this? This is derived through a verbal 
analogy between the word “there” stated with regard to Miriam 
and the word “there”™ mentioned with regard to Moses. With 
regard to Moses it says: “So Moses the servant of the Lord died 
there in the land of Moab by the mouth of the Lord” (Deuter- 
onomy 34:5). For what reason was it not explicitly stated with 
regard to her, as it is stated with regard to Moses, that she died 

“by the mouth of the Lord”? It is because it would be unseemly 
to say such a thing, that a woman died by way of a divine kiss, 
and therefore it is not said explicitly. 


Rabbi Ami said: Why was the Torah portion that describes the 
death of Miriam juxtaposed to the portion dealing with the 
red heifer? To tell you: Just as the red heifer atones for sin, so 
too, the death of the righteous atones for sin. Rabbi Elazar 
said: Why was the Torah portion that describes the death of 
Aaron juxtaposed to the portion discussing the priestly gar- 
ments? This teaches that just as the priestly garments atone 
for sin, so too, the death of the righteous atones for sin." 


§ The Sages taught the following baraita: If one dies suddenly 
without having been sick, this is death through snatching. 
If he became sick for a day and died, this is an expedited" 
death. Rabbi Hananya ben Gamliel says: This is death at a 
stroke, as it is stated: “Son of man, behold, Iam about to take 
away from you the delight of your eyes at a stroke” (Ezekiel 
24:16). And when this prophecy is fulfilled it is written: “So I 
spoke to the people in the morning and at evening my wife 
died” (Ezekiel 24:18). 


If he was sick for two days and died, this is a quickened death. 
If he was sick for three days and died, this is a death of rebuke. 
If he died after being sick for four days, this is a death of repri- 
mand. If one died after a sickness lasting five days, this is the 
ordinary death of all people. 


Rabbi Hanin said: What is the verse from which this is derived? 
It is stated: “Behold, your days approach that you must die” 
(Deuteronomy 31:14 )." This verse is expounded in the following 
manner: “Behold [hen]” indicates one; “approach [karvu]; a 
plural term, indicates two; “your days [yamekha],’ also a plural 
term, indicates another two; and therefore in total this is five. 
How does the word hen indicate one? Because in the Greek 
language they call the number one hen." 


The Gemara discusses the significance of death at different ages: 
If one dies when he is fifty years old, this is death through 
karet," the divine punishment of excision, meted out for the 
most serious transgressions. Ifhe dies when he is fifty-two years 
old, this is the death of Samuel from Ramah. If he dies at the 
age of sixty, this is death at the hand of Heaven. 


Mar Zutra said: What is the verse from which this is derived? 
As it is written: “You shall come to your grave in a ripe age 
[bekhelah]” (Job 5:26). The word “ripe age” [bekhelah] has the 
numerical value of sixty, and it is alluded to there that dying at 
this age involves a divine punishment. 


One who dies at the age of seventy has reached old age. One 
who dies at the age of eighty dies in strength, as it is written: 
“The days of our years are seventy, or if by reason of strength, 
eighty years” (Psalms 90:10). Rabba said: Not only is death 
at the age of fifty a sign of karet, but even death from fifty to 
sixty years of age is death by karet. And the reason that all of 
these years were not counted in connection with karet is due 
to the honor of Samuel from Ramah, who died at the age of 
fifty-two. 


NOTES 


This is derived between the word there and there - 
ov ov NN: In this version of the text the derivation is 
from the verses describing the death of Moses. However, 
there is a different version of the talmudic text in which 
the fact that Miriam died by divine kiss is derived through 
a verbal analogy to the verses describing Aaron's death. 
Rabbi Eliyahu Mizrahi explains similarly (Beit Moed). 


The death of Aaron and the priestly garments - 1733 
pa nana Mara: See Rashi manuscript and Josafot, who 
explain that the Torah describes Aaron’s removal of his 
priestly garments before his death. This detail is unnec- 
essary for the narrative, and is mentioned by the Torah 
only to teach that there is a relationship between these 
garments and Aaron's death. The atonement performed 
by the priestly garments is described in tractate Zevahim, 
and each individual garment atones for a specific sin. The 
Torah states explicitly that the frontplate of the High Priest 
atones for sin. 


Snatching, expedited — nam mawn: The death of the 
wicked is sudden, as the verse states: “Like the passing of 
the storm, and there is no wickedness” (Proverbs 10:25), 
and therefore it is a bad sign when one dies in this man- 
ner. Death through snatching is extremely sudden, while 
expedited death is also quick, but not quite as sudden. 
Quickened death [mita dehuya], literally, pushed death, 
is analogous to when one pushes something and it rolls 
away gradually. Expedited death [mita dehufa] is analo- 
gous to pushing something which falls immediately and 
is lost (Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). 


Behold, your days approach that you must die - 1297 77 
nid 2: The early authorities question this, as the verse 
refers to Moses, who was not sick at all prior to his death. 
Some write that this was said to Moses in order to inform 
him that this is the way that a person ordinarily dies, but 
that one who is completely righteous like him does not 
require this (Tosefot HaRosh). Some say that the reason 
ordinary people die in this manner is to give them time to 
prepare for their death, and therefore God informed Moses 
that he should prepare himself (Ritva). 


The age of fifty and karet - mə NN Own: A proof 
is offered in the Jerusalem Talmud based on the verses 
stated with regard to the Levites: “You shall not cut the 
staff of the families of the Kohathites” (Numbers 4:18), 
meaning that precautions should be taken that they not 
die while serving in the Temple. Because Levites served in 
the Temple until the age of fifty, it is deduced that anyone 
who dies up to this point dies through karet. See the Ran, 
who offers another reason for this statement: Since the 
lifespan of strength is eighty years, and the first twenty 
years, during which one is not punished by divine inter- 
vention, are removed from the equation, then one who 
does not live for half of these remaining years fits the 
description “They shall not live half of their days” (Psalms 
55:24). 


LANGUAGE 
One [hen] — i: From the Greek ëv, hen, meaning one. 
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PERSONALITIES 


Rabba - 137; Rav Abba bar Nahmani HaKohen, popu- 
larly referred to as Rabba throughout the Babylonian 
Talmud, was a third-generation Babylonian amora. 
Rabba was a student of Rav Huna, who himself was 
a student of Rav. Therefore, Rabba’s opinions on hala- 
kha were in concert with Rav’s teachings. Rabba was 
considered the sharpest among his peers, to the 
extent that he was referred to as one who uproots 
mountains, in contrast with his colleague Rav Yosef, 
whose expertise was in his broad knowledge, and 
who was consequently referred to as Sinai. In almost 
every disagreement between them, the ruling follows 
Rabba’s opinion. 

Rabba had many students, and virtually all of the 
Sages of the following generation studied under him. 
His personal life was one of great tragedy; it appears 
that his children died during his lifetime. He was pov- 
erty stricken his entire life, eking out a living from 
agricultural work. When his nephew Abaye became 
orphaned at a young age, Rabba took him in and 
raised him. 


LANGUAGE 


Finest flour [semida] — x3: This word is similar to 
the Greek oepidartc, semidalis, meaning fine wheat 
flour. 
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The Gemara relates that when Rav Yosef turned sixty he made 
a holiday for the Sages. Explaining the cause for his celebration, 
he said: I have passed the age of karet. Abaye said to him: 
Master, even though you have passed the karet of years, have 
you, Master, escaped the karet of days? As previously mentioned, 
sudden death is also considered to be a form of karet. He said 
to him: Grasp at least half in your hand, for I have at least 
escaped one type of karet. 


It was related that Rav Huna died suddenly, and the Sages 
were concerned that this was a bad sign. The Sage Zuga" 
from Hadayeiv taught them the following: They taught these 
principles only when the deceased had not reached the age of 
strength, i.e., eighty. But if he had reached the age of strength 
and then died suddenly, this is death by way of a divine kiss. 


Rava said: Length of life, children, and sustenance do not 
depend on one’s merit," but rather they depend upon fate. As, 
Rabba’ and Rav Hisda were both pious Sages; one Sage would 
pray during a drought and rain would fall, and the other Sage 
would pray and rain would fall. 


And nevertheless, their lives were very different. Rav Hisda lived 

for ninety-two years, whereas Rabba lived for only forty years. 
The house of Rav Hisda celebrated sixty wedding feasts, whereas 
the house of Rabba experienced sixty calamities. In other words, 
many fortuitous events took place in the house of Rav Hisda and 
the opposite occurred in the house of Rabba. 


In the house of Rav Hisda there was bread from the finest flour 
[semida]! even for the dogs, and it was not asked after, as there 
was so much food. In the house of Rabba, on the other hand, 
there was coarse barley bread even for people, and it was not 
found in sufficient quantities. This shows that the length of life, 
children, and sustenance all depend not upon one’s merit, but 
upon fate. 


Apropos Rav Hisda’s great wealth, the Gemara reports that Rava 
said: These three things I requested from Heaven, two of which 
were given to me, and one was not given to me: I requested the 
wisdom of Rav Huna and the wealth of Rav Hisda and they 
were given to me. I also requested the humility of Rabba bar 
Rav Huna, but it was not given to me. 


The Gemara continues its discussion of the deaths of the righteous. 
Rav Seorim, Rava’s brother, sat before Rava, and he saw that 
Rava was dozing, i.e., about to die. Rava said to his brother: 
Master, tell him, the Angel of Death, not to torment me. 
Knowing that Rava was not afraid of the Angel of Death, Rav 
Seorim said to him: Master, are you not a friend of the Angel of 
Death?" Rava said to him: Since my fate has been handed over 
to him, and it has been decreed that I shall die, the Angel of Death 
no longer pays heed to me. Rav Seorim said to Rava: Master, 
appear to me in a dream after your death. And Rava appeared 
to him. Rav Seorim said to Rava: Master, did you have pain 
in death? He said to him: Like the prick of the knife when letting 
blood. 


Zuga — 3t: In an alternative version of the text his name appears 
as Zawa. Rashi in the manuscript understands that Zuga is not a 


name, but refers to a pair [zug] of Sages. 


Do not depend on merit - won xm xd: Some of the early 
authorities write that this opinion is rejected, as it is said elsewhere 
that Jews are not under the authority of fate (Meiri). However, oth- 
ers say that one’s fortune depends not only upon his actions, but 
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NOTES 


also on his fate, as although one's merit may change his fate, it does 
not always change it completely (Ran; Ritva; Tosafot). 


Are you not a friend of the Angel of Death - K7 myaww wd: 
Many stories are told in the Talmud about different Sages who 
engaged in discussions with various angels, including the Angel 
of Death (see Berakhot 51a, Hagiga 4b, and Ketubot 77b) The Angel 
of Death takes the righteous into account and does not kill them 
in a disgraceful manner. 
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It was similarly related that Rava sat before Rav Nahman, and he 
saw that Rav Nahman was dozing, i.e., slipping into death. Rav 
Nahman said to Rava: Master, tell the Angel of Death not to tor- 
ment me. Rava said to him: Master, are you not an important 
person who is respected in Heaven? Rav Nahman said to him: In 
the supernal world who is important? Who is honorable? Who is 
complete?" 


Rava said to Rav Nahman: Master, appear to me in a dream after 
your death. And he appeared to him. Rava said to him: Master, did 
you have pain in death? Rav Nahman said to him: Like the removal 
of hair from milk, which is a most gentle process. But nevertheless, 
were the Holy One, Blessed be He, to say to me: Go back to that 
world, the physical world, as you were, I would not want to go, for 
the fear of the Angel of Death is great." And I would not want to go 
through such a terrifying experience a second time. 


The Gemara relates that Rabbi Elazar was once eating teruma, 
when the Angel of Death appeared to him. He said to the Angel of 
Death: I am eating teruma; is it not called sacred? It would be 
inappropriate for me to die now and thereby defile this sacred 
teruma. The Angel of Death accepted his argument and left him. The 
moment passed, and he lived for some time afterward. 


It was similarly related that the Angel of Death once appeared to 
Rav Sheshet in the marketplace. Rav Sheshet said to the Angel of 
Death: Shall I die in the market like an animal? Come to my house 
and kill me there like a human being. 


So too, the Angel of Death appeared to Rav Ashi in the market- 
place. Rav Ashi said to the Angel of Death: Give me thirty days so 
that I may review my studies, for you say above: Fortunate is he 
who comes here to Heaven with his learning in his hand. On the 
thirtieth day the Angel of Death came to take him. Rav Ashi said 
to the Angel of Death: What is all of this? Why are you in such a 
hurry to take me? Why can you not postpone my death? He said 
to him: The foot of Rav Huna bar Natan’ is pushing you, as he 
is ready to succeed you as the leader of the generation, and one 
sovereignty does not overlap with its counterpart, even by one 
hairbreadth. Therefore, you cannot live any longer. 


The Angel of Death was unable to take Rav Hisda because his 
mouth was never silent from study. So the Angel of Death went 
and sat on the cedar column that supported the roof of the study 
hall of the Sages. The cedar cracked and Rav Hisda was silent for 
a moment, as he was startled by the sound. At that point the Angel 
of Death was able to take him. 


The Angel of Death could not come near Rabbi Hiyya, owing to 
his righteousness. One day the Angel of Death appeared to him as 
a poor person. He came and knocked on the door. He said to 
Rabbi Hiyya: Bring out bread for me, and he took out bread for 
him. The Angel of Death then said to Rabbi Hiyya: Master, do you 
not have mercy on a poor person? Why, then, do you not have 
mercy upon that man, i.e., upon me, and give me what I want? The 
Angel of Death then revealed his identity to him, and showed him 
a fiery rod in order to confirm that he was the Angel of Death. At 
this point Rav Hiyya surrendered himself to him. 


Who is honorable [sefin], who is complete [rekia] - 


NOTES 


PED yx (geonim). Others claim that it means simple or smooth, and 


377 N2: Some explain that the word sefin means important or 
respected (Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). Others say that the 
word sefin, similarly to the term afraid [mistafina], refers to one 
who is feared and is therefore respected (Rashi manuscript). Or 
perhaps the word means high (Rashi on Ein Ya'akov). Tosefot 
HaRosh explains that the word sefin is similar to what is stated 
with regard to Moses: “For there a portion of a ruler [safun] was 
reserved" (Deuteronomy 33:21). 


The word rekia is explained by some to mean complete 


that this is an honorific adjective for a righteous person (Rabbi 
Shlomo ben HaYatom). Still others say that the word refers to 
one who ascends into the sky [rakia] like Moses (Tosefot HaRosh). 


The fear...is great - m»Mnya wa): Most of the commentaries 
explain that Rav Nahman was very fearful of the Angel of Death. 
This is also the version of the text in the Ein Yaakov. Therefore, he 
did not wish to die a second time. However, others say that he 
was fearful of this world and its physical and spiritual dangers 
(Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). 


PERSONALITIES 


Huna bar Rav Natan. It was said that wi 


to the tradition of Rav Sherira Gaon, Rav 
was the Exilarch in the time of Rav Ash 


studied Torah under the other leaders of 


with Rav Ashi. 
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Bar Natan - }M2 33: Apparently bar Natan refers to Rav 


h regard to the 


combination of Torah and greatness in one place, he was 
second only to Rav Ashi himself (Gittin 59a). According 


Huna bar Natan 
i. However, due 


to Rav Ashi's greatness he was also submissive before 
him. It seems that he was Rav Pappa's student, and he 


hat generation 


as well. Occasionally the Gemara records his discussions 
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Perek III 
Daf28 Amudb 


HALAKHA 


On the intermediate days of a Festival women may 
wail — niaya tia DW): It is permitted to wail during 
the intermediate days of a Festival when everyone wails 
a single lament together; however, one may not clap. On 
New Moons, Hanukkah, and Purim they may wail and clap 
but not lament, in accordance with the opinion of the 
first tanna. All of this applies only in the presence of the 
deceased (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh Dea 401:5). 


BACKGROUND 

Shekhantziv — 2%33W: It is believed that the city of 
Shekhantziv was on the banks of the Tigris River. It was an 
important center of Torah, and several Sages were active 
there. 

The residents of this city were well known for their wit 
and even warned others to stay away from their sharp 
speech and scoffing. This Gemara demonstrates that the 
sayings of the women of Shekhantziv were complex and 
clever. 
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MI S HN A On the intermediate days of a Festival 

women may wail" in grief over the 
deceased, but they may not clap [metapehot] their hands in 
mourning. Rabbi Yishmael says: Those who are close to the 
bier may clap. 


On New Moons, Hanukkah and Purim, which are not Festivals 
by Torah law, the women may both wail and clap their hands in 
mourning. On both the intermediate days of a Festival and on 
New Moons, Hanukkah and Purim they may not lament. After 
the deceased has been buried they may neither wail nor clap. 


The mishna explains: What is considered wailing? This is when 
they all wail together simultaneously. And what is considered a 
lament? This is when one speaks and they all answer after her 
with a repeated refrain, as it is stated: “And teach your daughters 
wailing and everyone her neighbor lamentation” (Jeremiah 
9:19). 


In order to conclude on a positive note, the mishna says: But with 
regard to the future," the verse states: “He will destroy death 
forever; and the Lord, God, will wipe away tears from off all 
faces and the reproach of His people He will take away from off 
all the earth” (Isaiah 25:8). 


G E M ARA What do the women who wail over the 


dead say? Rav said: They say: Woe over 
him who is now departing; woe over him who is now returning 
the pledge, i.e., his soul, which had been deposited in his hands 
all the years of his life. 


Rava said: The women in the city of Shekhantziv,"” who were 
known for their wisdom, would say as follows: Woe over him 
who is now departing; woe over him who is now returning the 
pledge." And Rava said: The women of Shekhantziv would say 
about an elderly person: The bone has been removed from the 
jaw and the water returns to the kettle." 


NOTES 


But with regard to the future - xa TYY bax: Tosafot explain 
that this statement is made in order to conclude on a posi- 
tive note, because according to their ordering of the tractates, 
Moed Katan is the final tractate in the order of Moed. However, 
according to the Rambam’s order of the tractates, Hagiga is the 
final tractate. Even so, it is possible to say that the editors of the 
mishna also wished to conclude each tractate with more posi- 
tive material (Rabbi Ovadya MiBartenura). Other tractates have 
similar endings as well. 


The women of Shekhantziv - 2%33W7 wa: Rabbi Shlomo ben 
HaYatom writes that the women of Shekhantziv spoke through 
deep riddles. He offers explanations from the geonim but sug- 
gests that there may be alternative explanations. Many textual 
variations exist for these riddles, and different explanations are 
offered for each variation. 


Woe over him who is departing, woe over the pledge 
[lahavila] - xan? » sory y: Some explain the word /ahavila 
to be a pledge, and they explain allegorically that a person's soul 
is a deposit or a security that must be returned upon his death 
(Rabbeinu Hananel). Others explain that they would say this 
when a person died in poverty, as his children and the members 
of his household would have to give security to repay their debts 
(Tosefot HaRosh; Meiri). 

There are also those who say that the word havila means 
destruction or pain, and consequently the expression means: 
Woe over the suffering one endures in death (geonim). Some 
explain that the word means load and the expression means: 


Woe over the load that one must carry (Rabbi Betzalel Ransburg, 
citing an earlier commentary). Still others say that the expres- 
sion means: Woe over the package, and the knot that became 
undone (Commentary on Moed Katan). 


The bone has been removed from the jaw and the water 
returns to the kettle [antikhei] — 1 192I) KIN KAJ Tİ 
pea: Some explain that this means that when the bone 
that one eats is uprooted from his mouth, i.e., he stops eating it, 
his temperature rises like water in a kettle (Rabbeinu Hananel). 
Others say it means: The teeth fall out of the mouth, and the hot 
water may be returned to the vessel, as one can no longer drink 
it Commentary on Moed Katan). 

Other commentaries have a version of the text that reads: 
The water is returned to Antioch [/a’Antokhia], which was a city 
very far away. According to this version of the text, the statement 
means that the water can now go to a very distant place, as 
there is no longer any need for it. Some see this as an allusion 
to what happens after death; the women meant that when 
one dies the soul goes to the place where it was at first (Rabbi 
Shlomo ben HaYatom). 

The Tosefot HaRosh understands the text differently, explain- 
ing that this refers to a case where one's son died, and the 
women told the father to remove one of his teeth so as to 
remember him in the future. Afterward he should heat water 
and wash the tooth, in order to increase the crying and the eulo- 
gizing (see Meiri). Elsewhere (Berakhot 5b) the Gemara relates 
that Rabbi Yohanan acted similarly, and kept a bone from his 
youngest son who had died. 
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And Rava said: The women of Shekhantziv would say at a 
time of bereavement: Wrap and cover the mountains" in 
mourning, as the deceased is the son of the high and distin- 
guished. Rava said: The women of Shekhantziv would say: 
Lend out a cloak of fine wool" to serve as a burial shroud for 
a free man whose sustenance has been depleted. In other 
words, a wealthy person who loses his fortune would rather die 
than live in poverty. 


And Rava said: The women of Shekhantziv would say: A 
person runs and tumbles at the ford" and still he borrows. 
And Rava said: The women of Shekhantziv would say: Our 
brothers, the merchants, will be examined’ at their places of 
business to see if they are honest businessmen. And Rava said: 
The women of Shekhantziv would say: Death is like death, as 
everyone must die, and suffering is like interest." 


It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Meir would say with regard 
to the verse “It is better to go to the house of mourning than 
to go to the house of feasting, for that is the end of all men; and 
the living will lay it to his heart” (Ecclesiastes 7:2): What 
should the living lay to his heart? Matters relating to death. 
And these matters are as follows: He that eulogizes will be 
eulogized by others. He that buries others will be buried by 
others. He that loads many words of praise and tribute into the 
eulogies that he delivers for others will be similarly treated by 
others. He that raises his voice in weeping over others will have 
others raise their voices over him. 


And some say: One who does not raise himself with pride, 
but chooses his place among the lowly, will be raised" by oth- 
ers, as it is written: “Do not exalt yourself in the king’s presence, 
and stand not in the place of great men. For it is better to be 
told, step up here, than to be degraded in the presence of the 
great” (Proverbs 25:6-7). 


NOTES 


Wrap [atuf] and cover the mountains — 1B 103 ABV: Some 
explain that this is a poetic call for the mountains to wrap 
themselves in fine clothes in order to greet a great person. 
Alternatively, it may mean that many people should gather 
to accompany the deceased, thereby wrapping and conceal- 
ing the mountains with their multitudes (Rabbeinu Hananel). 
Others explain similarly, but understand the verb atufto mean 
darken, i.e., that the mountains should darken themselves 
(Rashi, Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola). 

Some understand this phrase as an allegory that means that 
he great people, who are referred to as mountains, should 
come to the funeral (Commentary on Moed Katan). Others say 
hat this refers to one who was buried in a mountain cave, so 
hat the mountains become his burial shroud (Ran). 


Lend [shayyul] a cloak of fine wool, etc. - xoga xdoyn bow 
"131: Some explain that this means that it is pre erable for a 
ormerly wealthy person who has no food to eat to find a burial 
shroud, as it is preferable for him to die and not be ashamed 
(Rabbeinu Hananel). Alternatively, it means that one should 
prepare fine clothes in order to join the funeral of a person from 
a wealthy family who died in poverty (Rabbeinu Hananel). Oth- 
ers suggest that it means that one should prepare a fine burial 
shroud for such a person (Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). Rab- 
beinu Gershom Meor HaGola explains that the word shayyul is 
similar to the word Sheol meaning underworld or death, which 
is the best state for such a person. 


Runs and tumbles at the ford [amabra] - Kayang bron pitt: 
Many different textual variations and explanations exist for 
this statement. Some explain that this was said about one 
who did not work during his life and now must borrow for the 
sake of the mabarot, the burial shrouds (geonim; see Ran and 
Maharsha). Others suggest that this refers to one who ran his 


entire life earning money but fell in with people who lost all 
of his money, and in the end he no longer had money at the 
ford, meaning for his burial (Rabbeinu Hananel). 

Similarly, the passage is explained in many other ways, 
based on numerous textual variations that exist. One version 
reads: Run and go, son of divers, meaning that a diver who 
makes a living by swimming in deep waters must borrow 
money to pass over a small river at a ford (Tosefot HaRosh; 
see Meiri). 


The merchants [azavzagei] will be examined - 37722 at: 

Another version of the text has the word purchases lazbinei|, so 
hat this means: The merchants will be examined not by their 
speech but by the way in which they conducted their business 
Rabbeinu Hananel). Some explain that the merchants will be 
examined at the end of their lives to see how much they actu- 
ally profited (Rabbi Betzalel Ransburg). Others have a version 

hat reads azla bazag, meaning that the traveling merchants 
eventually go to the grave (Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). 


Suffering is like interest — whan PYY: Some explain: The 
ength of one’s sickness until he dies is like interest on the 
capital, i.e., death (Rabbeinu Hananel). Others explain that 
diseases are additional pain and suffering (Ran). 


One who does not raise himself will be raised [dela yiddal 
yidlunei] - mbp bp Kbt: Rabbeinu Hananel has a version 
that reads /a yiddal de'idlonei, meaning that one should not 
raise himself, so that he will not be lifted and taken down 
from his place. Others explain, in accordance with our version 
of the text, that one who does not raise himself will either be 
raised through receiving honor (Commentary on Moed Katan), 
or other people will carry his bier and eulogize him with honor. 
Consequently, the verse is an allusion to the matter and the 
essence of the concept (Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). 
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PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Yishmael - bryaw ya; Rabbi Yishmael ben 
Elisha ıı was the grandson of Rabbi Yishmael ben Eli- 
sha, the High Priest who served in the Temple at the 
end of the Second Temple period. The grandson is 
he tanna who is usually referred to simply as Rabbi 
Yishmael throughout the Talmud. As a young man, he 
was imprisoned by the Romans. He was redeemed by 
Rabbi Yehoshua and ultimately became his student. 
Later he became one of the renowned scholars in 
Yavne, where he was a close friend and intellectual 
adversary of Rabbi Akiva. Each of them developed a 
unique system of biblical hermeneutics. The thirteen 
principles of interpretation formulated by Rabbi Yish- 
mael serve as the foundation for halakhic midrash, 
which derives Jewish halakha from the Torah. We find 
many of his teachings throughout the Mishna. There 
are many more in the Talmud, which are taught by his 
students under the rubric: It was taught in the school 
of Rabbi Yishmael. 

It appears that Rabbi Yishmael passed away prior 
to the bar Kokheva revolt. The Talmud mentions his 
sons and daughters; it is likely that the tanna Rabbi 
Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yishmael, was among his children. 


NOTES 


Know that Rabbi Yishmael is a great Sage, etc. — y1 
^D) bina DMW: Therefore, each one of you should say 
something novel that Rabbi Yishmael has not yet 
heard. The phrase: Let none of you interrupt the words 
of another, means that you should not cite the state- 
ment of one of your colleagues and begin to discuss 
it. Consequently, Rabbi Akiva’s choice to volunteer to 
say something novel after everyone else was the most 
difficult of the options (Ran). Some explain that the 
Sages were told not to discuss another's statement 
lest Rabbi Yishmael forget his mourning. It was best 
for them to speak in an orderly fashion so that Rabbi 
Yishmael would listen and not speak (Maharsha). 


Who had performed only one mitzva - xox wy Kow 
Dn MYA: It is explained that this means that they 
performed only one mitzva, for which they earned 
merit, and through which they died (Commentary 
on Moed Katan). Others say that this means that they 
performed a mitzva that is relevant and applicable to 
all of Israel (Maharsha). 


LANGUAGE 


Guards [pardesaot] — nixp775: From the Latin prae- 
sidia, meaning guards. In other tractates and other 
manuscripts this word is written as peruzdaot. 
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The Sages taught the following baraita: When the sons of 
Rabbi Yishmael’ died, four Elders entered to console him: 
Rabbi Tarfon, Rabbi Yosei HaGelili, Rabbi Elazar ben 
Azarya, and Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi Tarfon said to them: Know 
that Rabbi Yishmael is a great Sage" and well versed in agga- 
dot. Let none of you interrupt the words of another, but 
rather each person should say something novel of his own. 
Rabbi Akiva said: And I shall speak last. 


Rabbi Yishmael, the mourner, opened and said about himself: 
Many are his sins. Due to this, his bereavements came in 
quick succession and he troubled his teachers once and then 
a second time to come and console him. 


Having been granted permission to speak, Rabbi Tarfon 
answered and said: With regard to the death of Aaron's sons 
it says: “But let your brethren, the whole house of Israel, 
bewail the burning that the Lord has kindled” (Leviticus 
10:6). Are these matters not inferred a fortiori: If, with regard 
to Nadav and Avihu, who had performed only one mitzva‘ 
that is explicitly mentioned in the Bible, as it is written: “And 
the sons of Aaron brought the blood to him” (Leviticus 9:9), 
this was nevertheless stated about them, then with regard to 
the sons of Rabbi Yishmael, who were well known for their 
performance of many mitzvot, all the more so should the 
entire Jewish people bewail their death. 


Rabbi Yosei HaGelili answered and said: With regard to 
Abijah, son of King Jeroboam, the verse states: “And all Israel 
shall mourn for him, and bury him” (1 Kings 14:13). Are these 
matters not inferred a fortiori: If, with regard to Abijah, son 
of Jeroboam, who did only one good thing, as it is written: 
“Because in him there is found some good thing toward the 
Lord God of Israel” (1 Kings 14:13), i.e., he did only one good 
thing, and this was his reward, then with regard to the sons of 
Rabbi Yishmael all the more so should they be rewarded by 
having the entire Jewish people mourn for them and bury them. 


The Gemara asks: What was this one good thing that Abijah 
did? Rabbi Zeira and Rabbi Hinnana bar Pappa disagreed 
about this issue. One said: He abandoned his guard post. His 
father, Jeroboam, had assigned him to serve as one of the 
guards whose mission it was to prevent people from going up 
to Jerusalem on the pilgrimage Festivals. And he himself went 
up to Jerusalem for the pilgrimage Festival. And one said: He 
removed the guards [pardesaot]' that his father, Jeroboam, 
had placed along the roads so that the people of Israel would 
not go up to Jerusalem for the pilgrimage Festivals. 


The baraita continues: Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya answered 

and said: With regard to King Zedekiah, the verse states: “But 

you shall die in peace; and with the burnings of your fathers, 
the former kings that were before you, so shall they make a 

burning for you” (Jeremiah 34:5). Are these matters not 

inferred a fortiori: If, with regard to Zedekiah, king of Judea, 
who had performed only one mitzva that is explicitly men- 
tioned in the Bible, for he had Jeremiah lifted out of the mire 

(Jeremiah 38:10), this was nevertheless stated about him, then 

with regard to the sons of Rabbi Yishmael all the more so 

should they be rewarded by dying in peace. 


Rabbi Akiva answered and said: The verse states: “On that 
day shall there be a great mourning in Jerusalem, like the 
mourning of Hadadrimmon in the valley of Megiddon” 
(Zechariah 12:11). The Gemara comments: With regard to this 
verse, Rav Yosef said: Had it not been for the Aramaic transla- 
tion of this verse, we would not have known what it is saying, 
as nowhere in the Bible do we find this incident involving 
Hadadrimmon. 
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The Aramaic translation reads as follows: At that time the 
mourning in Jerusalem will be as great as the mourning 
over Ahab, son of Omri, who was slain by Hadadrimmon, 
son of Tabrimmon, and like the mourning over Josiah, son 
of Amon, who was slain by Pharaoh the lame in the valley of 
Megiddon. 


The baraita continues: Are these matters not inferred a fortiori: 

If, with regard to Ahab, king of Israel, who did only one good 

thing that is explicitly mentioned in the Bible, as it is written: 

“And the king was propped up in his chariot facing Aram” 
(1 Kings 22:35), as he did not want the Jewish people to see that 

he was mortally wounded and flee, and this, that he was greatly 

mourned, was nevertheless stated about him, then all the more 
so will the sons of Rabbi Yishmael be greatly mourned. 


The Gemara discusses issues in the aforementioned verses: 
Rava said to Rabba bar Mari: It is written with regard to 
Zedekiah: “You shall die in peace,” but elsewhere it is written: 
“And he put out Zedekiah’s eyes” (Jeremiah 39:7). Rabba bar 
Mari said to him: Rabbi Yohanan said as follows: The first 
verse: “You shall die in peace,’ means that Nebuchadnezzar 
died in Zedekiah’s lifetime and consequently the latter died in 
peace, having seen the death of the wicked. 


And Rava further said to Rabba bar Mari: It is written with 
regard to Josiah: “Behold, therefore I will gather you unto 
your fathers, and you shall be gathered into your grave in 
peace” (11 Kings 22:20), and elsewhere it is written: “And the 
archers shot at King Josiah; and the king said to his servants, 
Get me away; for I am grievously wounded” (11 Chronicles 
35:23). And with regard to this verse Rabbi Yehuda said that 
Rav said: With their many arrows, they made his body like 
a sieve. 


Rabba bar Mari said to him: Rabbi Yohanan said as follows: 
The words “in peace” stated with regard to King Josiah refer to 
the fact that the Temple was not destroyed in his lifetime, as 
the verse itself continues: “And your eyes shall not see all the 
evil that I will bring upon this place” (11 Kings 22:20). 


The Gemara returns to examining the halakhot of consolation. 
Rabbi Yohanan said: The consolers are not permitted to 
speak words of consolation until the mourner opens and 
speaks first." As it is stated: “And they sat down with him upon 
the ground for seven days and seven nights, and none spoke a 
word to him; for they saw that his suffering was very great. After 
this Job opened his mouth” (Job 2:13-3:1). And afterward: 
“And Eliphaz the Temanite answered and said” (Job 4:1). 


Rabbi Abbahu said: From where is it derived that the 
mourner reclines at the head [rosh] of the table? As it is 
stated: “I chose out their way, and sat as chief [rosh], and 
dwelt as a king in the army, as one that comforts [yenahem] 
the mourners” (Job 29:25). This indicates that the mourner 
sits at the head of the table, as the chief. 


The Gemara raises an objection: But the word yenahem means 
that he comforts others, thereby implying that one who 
comforts the mourners sits at the head of the table. Rav 
Nahman bar Yitzhak said: The word is written as yinahem," 
meaning: Will be comforted, and therefore can be understood 
as referring to the mourner. 


NOTES 


It is written yinahem - 3n3 on»: The early authorities 
have a version that reads: It is written yenuham, he who is 
consoled. They comment that this statement does not 


imply that the word is actually written in this manner; 
rather, it means that the word can be read in this way as 
well (Ritva). 


HALAKHA 
The custom of the consolers — oana 3793: The consolers 
may not begin speaking until the mourner speaks first. How- 
ever, this applies only when one eats in a mourner’s house 
and not when he merely visits (Arukh HaShulhan; Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea 376:1). 
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LANGUAGE 
Mirzah - mn: The origin of this word is unclear, even 
in its Aramaic form, marziha. However, from the verse: 
“Enter not into the house of mourning [mirzah]" (Jer- 
emiah 16:5), it appears to mean a house of mourning. 
Some explain that the meaning of the root r-z-h is to 
raise one’s voice, whether in weeping or in joy. 


HALAKHA 

A priest at the head — wx 775: When many people 
sit together to eat, the greatest person there should 
recite the blessing over the bread and cut it. If a groom 
is present and it is the day of his wedding, then he 
should cut the bread, even when there is a greater 
person there (Magen Avraham, citing Beit Yosef). If 
everyone is of equal stature and there is a priest present, 
then it is a mitzva for him to do so first. However, if the 
priest is an ignoramus and there is a Torah scholar pres- 
ent, then the Torah scholar cuts the bread first (Magen 
Avraham). lf the priest is also a Torah scholar, he should 
be first, even if there is a greater scholar present, but 
this is not required (Rema). It is a mitzva to first present 
a priest who is a Torah scholar with any honor related to 
a mitzva. However, he may pass the honor to someone 
else in his place (Rema, citing Smag; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 167214, 201:2). 


Perek III 
Daf29 Amuda 


LANGUAGE 
Halyard [pitirei] - »~~: According to those who 
understand that this word means a kind of ship's rope, 
it is similar to the expression “knobs and open flowers 
[peturei tzitzim]" (| Kings 6:18), which Rashi explains to 
mean decorated ropes. 


HALAKHA 
One who departs from the deceased — nai p3 1537: 
Based on the verse “and you shall go to your fathers in 
peace” (Genesis 15:15), those who have accompanied 


the deceased say after the burial: Go in peace (Rambam 
Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 4:4). 
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Mar Zutra said: A proof may be derived from here: The verse “And 
the revelry [mirzah] of those who stretched themselves out shall 
pass away [sar]” (Amos 6:7) means that mirzah,' he who is bitter 
[mar] and whose mind is overwrought [zah] due to grief, is made 
a prince [sar] over those who sit beside him stretched out below 
him to comfort him. 


Rabbi Hama bar Hanina said: From where is it derived that a 
groom reclines at the head of the table? As it is stated: “As a 
bridegroom decks himself [yekhahen] with a garland” (Isaiah 
61:10). Just as a priest [kohen] is at the head of the table, so too, a 
bridegroom is at the head of the table. 


The Gemara asks: From where do we derive that the priest himself 
sits at the head?" The Gemara answers: As the school of Rabbi 
Yishmael taught: With regard to a priest it says: “You shall sanctify 
him, for he offers the bread of your God” (Leviticus 21:8), meaning 
that you are to sanctify him with regard to all matters of sanctity: 
To be first to begin reading the Torah, to be first to recite the 
Grace after Meals, and to be first to take a portion during a meal. 


§ The Gemara returns to its discussion of death: Rabbi Hanina 
said: The soul’s departure from the body is as difficult 


as it is for a knotted rope [tzippori]‘ to pass through an eye 
[veshet] in a ship’s rigging. Rabbi Yohanan said: It is as difficult 
as it is for a halyard [pitirei]' to pass through an eye [veshet]." 


And Rabbi Levi bar Hayyata said: One who departs from the 
deceased" should not say to him: Go to peace, but rather 
he should say: Go in peace.’ One who departs from the living 
should not say to him: Go in peace, but rather he should say: Go 
to peace. 


One who departs from the deceased should not say to him: Go 
to peace, but rather: Go in peace, as it is stated: “And you shall 
go to your fathers in peace; you shall be buried in a good old age” 
(Genesis 15:15). 


NOTES 


Like a knotted rope [tzippori] to pass through an eye [veshet] in 
a ship's rigging - bw Da Ti5*¥D: Some explain that the word 
tzippori means: Like the knot of a rope (Rashi). Others explain 
that it refers to a rope made from the fibers of a coconut tree, 
which was used to tie ships (Arukh). Still others say that the word 
is related to the term “young goat [tzefir izim]” (Daniel 8:8) and 
means that death is as difficult as the birth of a firstborn goat 
(Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). 

There are some with a version of the text that reads: Like a 
bird [tzippor] caught in the esophagus [veshet]. They say that the 
expression refers to the difficulty of swallowing a bird in a single 
gulp (geonim). The Ran has a version that reads: Like a fingernail 
[tzipporen| caught in the esophagus, which would cause great 
pain. Most commentaries explain that the metaphor is meant 
to compare death to something that has become stuck in the 
esophagus [veshet] and can be swallowed only with difficulty 
and great pain. 


As a halyard [pitirei] to pass through an eye — bw) 53 D3: 
Most commentaries explain that the word pitirei is similar in mean- 
ing to the word tzippori, and it denotes a thick rope used on a 
ship. The geonim explain that it means mushroom [pitria], so that 
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death is compared to one who swallows a mushroom whole 
(see Ran). 


Go to peace...go in peace — nibwa p..nwh È: With regard 
to the difference between these expressions, some say that: Go 
in peace, means that this person should be in a place where 
there is peace, i.e., to the grave. Meanwhile, the phrase: Go to 
peace, refers to the person's direction. Using this time alludes to a 
person going towards greatness, symbolized by the letter lamed, 
which is the tallest of all the letters (Rabbi Shlomo ben HaYatom). 
The Ran explains that: Go in peace, means that one's journey 
should be in peace; however, it does not refer to his destination. 
Therefore, it is appropriate to say this only with regard to the dead 
and not the living. 

The Ritva explains that the dead no longer need to be con- 
cerned about future calamities, and everything that will happen 
to them in the future depends on what they did in this world. 
Therefore, those present bless the dead with the words: Go in 
peace, meaning that this person's passing will be complete and 
in peace. However, with regard to the living, they have already 
left in peace and now need only a blessing that they should go 
peacefully to their future destination. 
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One who departs from the living" should not say to him: 
Go in peace, but rather: Go to peace, as David said to Absa- 
lom: “Go in peace” (11 Samuel 15:9), and he subsequently 
went and was hanged; whereas Jethro said to Moses: “Go to 
peace” (Exodus 4:18), and he went and was successful. 


And Rabbi Levi said: Anyone who leaves from the syna- 
gogue and goes to the study hall or goes from the study 
hall to the synagogue, i.e., he goes from the mitzva of prayer 
to the mitzva of Torah study or vice versa, merits to receive 
the Divine Presence, as it is stated: “They go from strength 
to strength, every one of them appears before God in Zion’ 
(Psalms 84:8). 


With regard to the same verse, Rav Hiyya bar Ashi said that 
Rav said: Torah scholars have no rest," even in the World- 
to-Come, as even there they remain in constant movement 
and ascent, as it is stated: “They go from strength to strength, 
every one of them appears before God in Zion.” Even when 
they are in the World-to-Come, they continue to go from 
strength to strength, until the final redemption will arrive in 
the end of days and God will appear in Zion. 


HALAKHA 
One who departs from the living — »m7 pa W937: One 
should not say to his friend: Go in peace, rather he should 
say: Go to peace (Magen Avraham; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 110). 


From the synagogue to the study hall - mab np ma 
wma: After leaving the synagogue, one should go to the 
study hall and set aside time to study. He must establish a 
regular time to study, so that he will not skip it, even if an 
opportunity arises during that time to make a large profit. 
Even one who does not know how to study Torah should go 
to the study hall so that he will receive reward for walking 
there (Rabbeinu Yona). One should establish a fixed place 
for himself in the study hall, so that he can study what he 
is capable of studying and contemplate his actions, so as 
to develop the fear of Heaven (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 
155:1, and in the comment of Rema). 


UOI ~~~ 
From the synagogue to the study hall - mab DDI ma 
wait: By doing so, one shows that engaging in Torah and 
mitzvot is his primary intent and goal; however, in order 
to make a living he must also engage in other activities. 


Have no rest - Am o7 px: This is a continuation of what 
is stated with regard to one who goes from the synagogue 
to the study hall. In the World-to-Come, there is no break, 
and he goes from strength to strength there as well (Yad 
David). The early authorities write that this is based on what 
is mentioned in many places in the Talmud, that in the 
supernal world souls engage in Torah study and under- 
standing of the Creator (Tosefot HaRosh; Rabbi Shlomo ben 
HaYatom). The Rambam writes in Sefer HaMadda that the 
reward of the righteous will be that they will know the 
truth of the Creator, things that they could not know when 
they were in a body. 
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Many different areas of halakha were discussed and ruled on in this chapter. With 
regard to the intermediate days of a Festival, it was explained that one who was 
prevented due to duress is permitted to cut his hair and wash his clothing on these 
days, whether the duress was due to an external factor, such as being locked up in 
prison, or whether due to his halakhic status, for example if he was a mourner or had 
been excommunicated. Similarly, even though it is normally prohibited to write on 
the intermediate days of a Festival, it is permitted to do so in cases of loss, or for the 
sake of dire financial need. 


This chapter also discussed those halakhot and restrictions of the intermediate days of 
a Festival that are shared by a leper, a mourner, and one who is ostracized, e.g., hair- 
cutting, laundering, and greeting others. Similarly, they are prohibited from wearing 
leather shoes, from engaging in marital relations, and from donning phylacteries, and 
all are required to wrap their heads. 


The Gemara explained that there is a difference between the more lenient form of 
ostracism and the more stringent excommunication, which are applied to those who 
transgress various prohibitions or who do not listen to the rulings of the court. The 
most stringent form of excommunication involves a higher degree of isolation from 
others, and contains an aspect of curse. 


This chapter is the main source in the Talmud for the halakhot of mourning. It 
explained most of the halakhot of mourning, of rending garments, and of comforting 
mourners. There is a distinction made between rending at the time of death over 
any person, particularly an upright person, rending over a relative for whom one is 
obligated to mourn, and rending over a parent, a teacher, or the Nasi. For a relative 
other than one’s parents there is a specific time to rend and a minimum size for the 
tear. For a mother, father, teacher, or Nasi one must make a tear that is more visible, 
and it may never be fully mended. The Gemara also discusses other times when one 
must rend one’s garments as a sign of mourning. 


The halakhot of the meal of comfort for the mourners were also explained in this 
chapter, as well as how one comforts the mourners, both during their mourning 
period and afterward. 


The Gemara discussed the various degrees of mourning, which lessen with the 
passage of time. Acute mourning begins before the burial of the deceased; mourning 
is most stringent on the first day; for seven days the mourner must remain in his 
home, may not work, and must observe all the stringencies of mourning; for thirty 
days there are public signs of mourning for relatives; and for twelve months there 
are mourning practices observed after the death of a parent. The halakhot of distant 
tidings, i.e., if one hears of the death only after some time has passed, were also 
discussed. 


Summary of 
Perek III 
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The Gemara concluded that on Shabbat and Festivals there is no public mourning, 
and even during the intermediate days of a Festival one may not eulogize excessively 
or do other activities that lead to emotional pain. Furthermore, the days of a Festival 
sometimes cancel the mourning, or at least shorten the length of the mourning 


period. 
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Introduction to Hagiga 


Tractate Hagiga deals with the halakhot of the mitzva to ascend and appear in the 
Temple on the three pilgrimage Festivals. The analysis of these halakhot can be 
divided into two main categories: The offerings which the pilgrims must bring, and 
ritual purity and impurity, especially those aspects which are relevant to the Festivals. 


The mitzvot of the Torah to ascend to the Temple and to celebrate and rejoice on 
the Festivals are expressed in both general and specific terms. The general obligation, 
“Three times a year all your males shall appear before the Lord God” (Exodus 23:17), 
is supplemented by a practical means of implementation by the Torah itself: “And 
none shall appear before Me empty-handed” (Exodus 23:15). As is clear from several 
places in the Torah (e.g., Deuteronomy 12:11-12), this means that pilgrims must bring 
with them special offerings for the Festivals. In other words, in addition to the fixed, 
communal Festival offerings, the details of which are set out mainly in Leviticus 23 
and Numbers 28-29, each individual pilgrim must sacrifice special offerings brought 
for the Festival. Similarly, the other, undefined commandments, i.e., the celebration 
of and rejoicing in the Festival, are fulfilled in a highly practical manner, through the 
sacrifice of certain animal offerings. 


The Torah itself does not state which offerings must be brought by individuals, as the 
verses themselves provide mere allusions in this regard. However, by tradition of the 
Sages there are three types of Festival offerings: The burnt-offering of appearance, the 
Festival peace-offering, and the peace-offering of rejoicing. Every individual pilgrim 
who appears before God in the Temple must bring a burnt-offering of appearance. 
The Festival peace-offering is likewise obligatory, while the peace-offering of rejoicing 
is a separate offering that has no fixed requirement; it is brought if more meat is 
necessary for the rejoicing of the Festival. 


In addition to these offerings, pilgrims would ascend to Jerusalem for the Festivals 
with the other offerings and gifts they were obligated to bring to the Temple or to 
the city. These included the various obligatory offerings, e.g., burnt-offerings, sin- 
offerings and guilt-offerings for specific sins, offerings brought in fulfillment of a 
vow, firstborns, animal tithe, and second tithe produce and its redemption money. 
These were typically brought on the Festival, not only for reasons of convenience so 
as to avoid several trips to Jerusalem, but also because the connection between one’s 
sacrificial obligations and the rejoicing of the Festivals is established by the Torah 
itself (see, for example, Deuteronomy 12:6-12). 


The numerous offerings brought by pilgrims raises the problem of the relationship 
between the obligatory Festival offerings and those which are not connected to the 
festivities of the day. The general principle that one cannot fulfill the duty to bring 
one offering by the sacrifice of another is applicable here, and therefore one must 
bring special offerings for the Festival. However, it is necessary to determine the 
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minimum requirement of these offerings, as well as whether this measure applies by 
Torah law or whether the Torah simply imposes a general obligation and the Sages 
established a fixed value for these offerings. In the Jerusalem Talmud (Pe'a 1:1 and the 
beginning of Hagiga) this is treated as a general inquiry with regard to all halakhic 
measurements that are not mentioned in the Torah itself. Conversely, the Babylonian 
Talmud apparently considers this a specific problem involving the Festival offerings, 
which are not detailed at all in the Torah. 


In any case, there are certain ways to combine an obligatory offering with animals 
or money that are designated for a different offering. Furthermore, they can be used 
for the fulfillment of the peace-offerings of rejoicing, whose obligation is less clearly 
delineated than that of the other two categories. 


The classification of these offerings as Festival offerings raises a series of questions. 
First, the period of the Festival must be defined: Does it refer only to the Festival itself, 
or are the intermediate days of the Festival also included? If the obligation applies 
solely on the Festival day, how should one treat the animals sacrificed thereon? 


It is prohibited to perform labor on a Festival, and several of the mitzvot of an animal 
offering involve the performance of labor, especially the placing of one’s hands on an 
offering, an act that is not indispensible for the sacrificial rite. Although these mitzvot 
were performed regularly, and therefore one would expect there to have been an 
established custom in this regard, certain details of the rite were nevertheless subject 
to ancient disputes that were left unresolved. 


Another topic dealt with in this tractate is the halakhot of ritual purity and impurity. 
These halakhot are tightly bound to the Temple and to consecrated items. In essence, 
the use of ritually impure objects is not forbidden in and of itself, but only when one 
will come into contact with teruma or the Temple and its sacred articles. 


Nevertheless, many Jews would be careful to remain in a state of ritual purity at all 
times, even when they dealt with non-sacred objects and foods. These people were 
called haverim. The opposite category of people, i.e., those who were not scrupulous 
with regard to ritual purity and impurity as well as with regard to several other areas 
of halakha, were known as amei ha‘aretz. Due to the care that must be taken to 
preserve ritual purity, and because of the severity of the halakhot of ritual impurity, 
which include numerous rabbinic ordinances, the Sages decreed that amei haaretz 
should be considered ritually impure at all times. However, this level of caution and 
separation could be maintained only in the rest of the country and not in the Temple 
itself, which is shared by all Jews. 


The problem of the ritual purity of sacred articles was resolved in two main ways. On 
the one hand, the Sages instituted a large number of restrictive decrees with regard 
to ritual purity and impurity which went far beyond the halakhot of the Torah. These 
ordinances and restrictions were designed to ensure that no ritual impurity that 
applied by Torah law would be found in the Temple precincts, especially concerning 
the red heifer and the waters of the purification offering. On the other hand, even 
amei haaretz, who were not particular about the observance of every mitzva, treated 
the Temple with great respect and were careful about its sanctity and ritual purity. 
Consequently, they too were considered trustworthy when it came to any questions 
involving the ritual purity of sacred articles. Furthermore, the Sages added a special 
decree that applied to the Festival period: When all Jews ascend to Jerusalem for 
the pilgrimage Festivals they are considered “Knit together [haverim] as one man” 
(Judges 20:11) in every regard. In the words of the psalmist, “Jerusalem is built as a 
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city that is compact together,” at those times when “the tribes ascended there... to 
give thanks to the name of the Lord” (Psalms 122:3-4). 


Ritual purity and impurity is the most difficult and complex area of halakha. An entire 
order of the Mishna is devoted to the analysis of these halakhot (see the introduction 
of the Rambam to the order of Teharot in his Commentary on the Mishna). The 
discussion in tractate Hagiga focuses mainly on the differences between the halakhot 
of ritual purity and impurity in general and their particular application to sacred 
articles, concerning which many stringencies and higher standards are imposed both 
by Torah law and by rabbinic law. At the same time, the tractate also deals with the 
trustworthiness of all Jews in this regard, and the leniencies that are invoked during 
the pilgrimage Festivals. 


Incidental to the general discussion concerning the halakhot of the Festival offerings, 
which are only alluded to in the Torah, an entire section of the tractate deals with 
areas of the Torah that are not detailed and elucidated in the Torah itself. In some 
cases these topics are halakhot mentioned in Torah in the form of allusions, while 
their main explication is found in the traditions of the Oral Law. Other matters are 
kept hidden by their very nature, as they are not meant to be studied by all people. 
These issues, which were not taught in public lectures, were called Maaseh Bereshit, 
the Act of Creation, which deals with the secrets of the creation of the world, and 
Ma ‘seh Merkava, the Design of the Divine Chariot, which concerns the lofty, upper 
world and Divine Providence. 


Tractate Hagiga does not clarify these esoteric subjects, but it does explain their 
permitted and prohibited areas of inquiry as well as why the Sages were reluctant 
to publicize these ideas. Moreover, they are not matters of halakha and are not 
connected at all to the mitzvot of the pilgrimage Festivals, yet the main analysis 
in the Talmud of these esoteric issues appears in this tractate. Indeed, there is an 
intimate connection between esoterica, which involve the heavenly entourage and 
the Temple of above, and tractate Hagiga, which deals with the obligations of those 
pilgrims who ascend to “appear before the Lord God.” 


Tractate Hagiga consists of three chapters, which move back and forth from one 
topic to another. 


Chapter One deals with the basic pilgrimage obligation and the Festival offerings, 
as well as the various areas of the Torah that are merely alluded to in the Torah itself 
and which are elucidated by the tradition of the Sages. 


Chapter Two covers those matters which may not be taught in public, the manner 
of bringing offerings on a Festival day, and the differences between the halakhot of 
ritual purity and impurity as they apply to non-sacred items, teruma, and the sacred 
articles of the Temple. 


Chapter Three discusses the higher standard that is conferred on sacred articles 
beyond that of teruma, and the leniencies that the Sages applied to the ritual purity 
of consecrated items in Jerusalem, particularly during the Festival period. 
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Three times you shall keep a feast to Me in the year. 
(Exodus 11:11-12) 


And you shall keep the feast of weeks to the Lord your God after 
the measure of the free-will offering of your hand, which you shall 
give, as the Lord your God blesses you. And you shall rejoice before 
the Lord your God, you, and your son, and your daughter, and 
your servant, and your maidservant, and the Levite who is within 
your gates, and the stranger, and the orphan, and the widow, who 
are in your midst, in the place that the Lord your God shall choose 
to cause His name to dwell there. 

(Deuteronomy 16:10-11) 


Three times a year shall all your males appear before the Lord your 
God at the place that He shall choose; on the feast of unleavened 
bread, and on the feast of weeks, and on the feast of tabernacles; 
and they shall not appear before the Lord empty-handed. Every 
man shall give as he is able, according to the blessing of the Lord 
your God that He has given you. 

(Deuteronomy 16:16-17) 


The mitzvot of the pilgrimage Festivals: To “keep a feast,” to “rejoice before the Lord 
your God,’ and to “appear before the Lord your God,” are not fully clarified in the 
Torah. Not only are the details of these commandments left unstated, their very 
meaning is vague. According to the tradition of the Sages, in addition to their broader 
connotations, these mitzvot are fulfilled by means of defined actions. One who 
undertakes the pilgrimage to the Temple must bring a burnt-offering of appearance, 
and two types of peace-offerings: The Festival peace-offering and the peace-offering 
of rejoicing. The relationship between the general meaning of these mitzvot and their 
precise manner of fulfillment is the subject of much debate. Furthermore, the details 
of the performance of these mitzvot in practice require elucidation. 


Several practical questions must be addressed. First, who is obligated in the mitzva of 
the Festival pilgrimage and who is exempt from this obligation? Is there a connection 
between those who are required to fulfill this mitzva and those who are obligated to 
bring the Festival offerings? Second, what exactly are these offerings? Must they be 
of a particular value, or does this depend on the wishes and funds of each individual 
pilgrim? Furthermore, do these differ from voluntary offerings? May one fulfill these 
obligations by means of a combination with other obligatory offerings? 


Another question concerns the days of the Festival on which one can fulfill this 
mitzva. Does the mitzva, or at least the main obligation, apply only on the first day 
or on all the Festival days, or even after the conclusion of the Festival? 


The detailed analysis and elucidation of these questions is the topic of this chapter. 
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Those who are obligated in the mitzva of appearance - 
mega pana: Women and slaves are exempt from the mitzva 
of appearance in the Temple. All men are obligated to appear, 
except for a deaf-mute, a mute, an imbecile, a minor, a blind 
person, a lame person, one who is ritually impure, and one who 
is uncircumcised. Other exemptions include the elderly, the 
sick, and a delicate person, all of whom are physically unable 
to ascend by foot (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 2:1). 


All redress the first - }twx17 paben this: All the days of the 


All bli d he th ‘lori 
MI SHNA are obligated on the three pi ae 


Festivals in the mitzva of appearance, 
i.e., to appear in the Temple as well as to sacrifice an offering, 
except for a deaf-mute," an imbecile, and a minor; and a 
tumtum,™® and a hermaphrodite, and women, and slaves" who 
are not emancipated; and the lame, and the blind, and the sick, 
and the old, and one who is unable to ascend" to Jerusalem on 
his own legs. 


Who has the status of a minor with regard to this halakha? Any 
child who is unable to ride on his father’s shoulders and ascend 
from Jerusalem to the Temple Mount; this is the statement 
of Beit Shammai. And Beit Hillel say: Any child who is unable 
to hold his father’s hand and ascend on foot from Jerusalem 
to the Temple Mount, as it is stated: “Three times [regalim]” 
(Exodus 23:14). Since the term for feet is raglayim, Beit Hillel 
infer from here that the obligation to ascend involves the use of 
one’s legs. 


Beit Shammai say: The burnt-offering of appearance brought on 
a pilgrimage Festival must be worth at least two silver coins, and 
the Festival peace-offering must be worth at least one silver 
ma'a’ coin. And Beit Hillel say: The burnt-offering of appear- 
ance must be worth at least one silver ma'a and the Festival 


peace-offering at least two silver coins. 
GEMA The Gemara asks: When the mishna 
states that all are obligated in the mitzva 
of appearance in the Temple, the term: All, comes to add what in 
the mishna’s ruling? The Gemara answers: It serves to add one 
who is half-slave half-freeman. The Gemara asks: And accord- 
ing to the opinion of Ravina, who said: One who is half-slave 
half-freeman is exempt from the appearance in the Temple, the 
term: All, comes to add what? The Gemara answers: It comes to 
add one who was lame on the first day of the Festival and was 
unable to travel, and was healed on the second day of the Festival. 
This man is obligated to appear before the end of the Festival. 


The Gemara asks: This works out well according to the one who 
said that all seven days of the Festival redress one another, i.e., 
the obligation to appear applies equally on all days of the Festival. 
Consequently, one who was unable to travel on the first day may 
do so on the second day. However, according to the one who 
said that the main obligation is on the first day and all the remain- 
ing days merely redress the first" day, and therefore one who was 
exempt from appearing on the first day of the Festival remains 
exempt throughout the rest of the Festival, the term: All, comes 
to add what? The Gemara answers: It comes to add one who is 
blind in one of his eyes." 


HALAKHA 


Festival redress the first day, i.e., the main obligation of appear- 
ance in the Temple applies on the first day, while the remaining 
Festival days merely provide another opportunity for one who 
failed to arrive at the Temple on the first day to fulfill the mitzva 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 1:4). 


Blind in one of his eyes — wyya NNKA Kaw: One who is blind, 
even in one eye, is exempt from the mitzva of appearance in the 
Temple, in accordance with the opinion of Yohanan ben Dehavai 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 2:1). 


NOTES 


Appearance — mg]: The commentaries analyze the 
nature of the mitzva of appearance mentioned here. Some 
explain that this refers to the obligation to visit the Temple 
on the three pilgrimage Festivals (Rashi; Rambam). Oth- 
ers maintain, as noted in the Jerusalem Talmud, that the 
mitzva of appearance in the Mishna refers to the mitzva 
of sacrificing the burnt-offering of appearance on the Fes- 
tivals (Rav Hai Gaon). In the Jerusalem Talmud it is noted 
that besides the mitzva for every adult male to bring a 
burnt-offering of appearance on each Festival, there is an 
obligation to appear in the Temple that applies equally to 
the entire Jewish people, including women and children. 


Except for a deaf-mute, etc. - 131 wana yim: Those who 
are exempt from the mitzva of appearance are divided by 
the mishna into different categories based on the reason 
for their exemption. Some are exempt because they are 
not of sound mind; others because they are not defined 
as: “All your males” (Exodus 23:17); while yet others are 
exempt due to the fact that they are unable to ascend to 
the Temple by foot. 


And a tumtum, etc. — 13) Dipiaiw1: The commentaries 
note that elsewhere the tumtum and hermaphrodite are 
listed after women, whereas here they are mentioned 
first. The reason is that in other cases their disqualification 
is due to their possible status as women (Turei Aven). Here, 
however, they are exempt in their own right, as explained 
in the Gemara (4a). 


Women and slaves - oa) Dw): Why are all the 
exemptions listed in the singular form except for those 
of women and slaves (Tosafot)? Some suggest that this 
is because there are many women and slaves in society 
(Tiferet Yisrael). Alternatively, the other people mentioned 
in the mishna are exempt due to a particular characteristic 
or flaw, whereas women and slaves by definition are not 
obligated in the first place (Heshek Shlomo). Others explain 
simply that this is the usual expression, as the trio of the 
deaf-mute, imbecile, and minor are always listed together 
as a unit, as are women and slaves (Melekhet Shlomo; Petah 
Einayim). 


One who is unable to ascend - nibyh bio iwxw na: The 
case of one who is unable to ascend from Jerusalem to 
the Temple Mount is an extreme example; this exemption 
certainly applies to one who is unable to reach Jerusalem 
in the first place (Josafot, citing Rashi). Others explain that 
this refers to an unusually delicate individual who never 
travels by foot (Rambam). Yet others say that the refer- 
ence is to one who is unable to walk barefoot. Since it is 
prohibited to enter the Temple wearing shoes, he may not 
walk in the sacred place (Rashi on 4b; see Meiri). 


BACKGROUND 

Tumtum — niorie: A tumtum is one whose external sexual 
organs are indeterminate, and it is unclear whether the 
person is male or female. In certain cases, the gender 
of the tumtum is established at a later stage, which is 
described in the language of the halakha as: A tumtum 
who was torn, revealing his gender. At that point this per- 
son is considered a full-fledged member of that gender. 


Silver ma'a — p> Y2: A small silver coin, worth thirty-two 
peruta, or one-sixth of a dinar. The ma'a, the equivalent 
of the biblical gera, weighed sixteen barleycorns of silver, 
about 384 mg. 
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NOTES 

As itis stated. ..will appear [yeraé]...will see [yireh] —:waxaw 
"gP "AY": Since the Gemara is not vocalized, there is some 
dispute as to which verb appears first in the text. According 
to Rashi and others, the reading is yireh, i.e., will see, followed 
by yerae, i.e., will appear, meaning that just as God, Who is 
complete, sees the pilgrim, the pilgrim must likewise be seen 
before God in a complete and unblemished state, i.e., with 
two functional eyes. 


Here it is in accordance with the initial version of the mishna, 
etc. = 131 TORI MWA K3: The Gemara does not explain 
which source is referred to by the term: Here. There are two 
interpretations of this entire passage. Some say that the phrase: 
The initial version of the mishna, refers to Ravina’s opinion. In 
other words, the assumption that a half-slave is exempt from 
the mitzva of appearance is in accordance with the ruling of 
the initial mishna, before Beit Hillel retracted. The ruling that 
a half-slave and half-freeman is obligated in the mitzva of 
appearance follows the ultimate version of the mishna, i.e., 
after Beit Hillel's retraction. The reasoning for this interpreta- 
tion is as follows: Since Beit Hillel concede that the master is 
obligated to emancipate his slave, it is considered as though 
he were already freed, which means he is obligated in mitzvot 
(Rabbeinu Hananel; Rashi; Rabbeinu Gershom Meor HaGola 
on Arakhin; Rid). 

Alternatively, the ruling of the initial version of the mishna 
is that a half-slave is obligated to appear at the Temple, as 
during the period when he is a freeman he is obligated in all 
the mitzvot. According to this explanation, Ravina’s opinion 
is in accordance with the ultimate version of the mishna. The 
logic of this claim is that although the man must be freed, until 
he is fully emancipated he retains the halakhic status of a slave 
(Rambam; Rabbi Ovadya MiBartenura; see Meiri). 


Perek | 
Daf2 Amud b 


HALAKHA 
One who is a half-slave — tay i¥mw 2: Since a man who is a 
half-slave and half-freeman cannot marry, his master is forced 
to free him, at which point the slave writes the master a promis- 
sory note for half his worth. The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Beit Shammai, as Beit Hillel ultimately conceded 
to their opinion (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 267:62). 
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The Gemara notes: And this is not in accordance with the opin- 
ion of this tanna, as it is taught in a baraita that Yohanan ben 
Dehavai says in the name of Rabbi Yehuda: One who is blind 
in one of his eyes is exempt from the mitzva of appearance, as 
itis stated: “Three occasions in the year all your males will appear 
[yera'e] before the Lord God” (Exodus 23:17). Since there are no 
vowels in the text, this can be read as: All your males will see 
[yireh]" the Lord God. This teaches that in the same manner that 
one comes to see, so he comes to be seen: Just as the usual way 
to see is with both one’s eyes, so too the obligation to be seen 
applies only to one who comes with the sight of both his eyes. 
Therefore, one who is blind in one eye is not obligated in the 
mitzva of appearance in the Temple. 


And if you wish, say instead: Actually, it is as we said initially, 
that it comes to include one who is half-slave and half-freeman. 
And as for that which poses a difficulty to the opinion of Ravina, 
itis not difficult: Here it is in accordance with the initial version 
of the mishna," whereas there, Ravina’s statement, is in accor- 
dance with the ultimate version of the mishna. As we learned in 
a mishna (Pesahim 88a): One who is half-slave half-freeman 
serves his master one day and works for himself one day. This 
is the statement of Beit Hillel. 


Beit Shammai said to them: 


You have remedied the situation of his master," who benefits fully 
from all his rights to the slave, but his own situation you have not 
remedied. How so? He is unable to marry a maidservant," as 

half of him is already free, and a free Jew may not marry a Canaan- 
ite maidservant. He is likewise unable to marry a free woman, as 

half of him is still a slave." 


NOTES 


You have remedied the situation of his master - ompa 
ja mx: The term remedied is apparently inaccurate, as this 
arrangement does not provide a solution for his master (see 
Tosafot for a different version of the text). Some explain that 
a half-freeman is not required to do any work at all, or he can 
work whenever he pleases, as his master cannot constrain him 
toa specific time or activity. Therefore, Beit Hillel instituted that 
he should work every other day. According to this interpreta- 
tion, Beit Hillel's ruling does offer a remedy for the master 
(Zekher LaHagiga). 


He is unable to marry a maidservant — bio iyaw xin: 
Since he is a half-freeman it is prohibited for him to marry a 


female slave, in accordance with the interpretation accepted 
by the Sages for the verse: “There shall be no male prostitutes 
among the men of Israel” (Deuteronomy 23:18). Similarly, 
Onkelos translates this verse as follows: And a man from the 
nation of Israel shall not marry a female slave. The sugges- 
tion that he should marry a child born from an incestuous or 
adulterous relationship [mamzer] is not viable, as the Sages 
do not institute ordinances that will increase the number of 
illegitimate children (Tosafot; see Meiri). Some say that even 
according to the ruling of the Rambam that a female slave may 
marry a mamzer, a male slave may not marry a mamzeret, a 
female mamzer (Maharsha). 
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And if you say he should be idle and not marry, but isn’t it true 
that the world was created only for procreation, as it is stated: 
“He did not create it to be a waste;" He formed it to be inhab- 
ited” (Isaiah 45:18)? Rather, for the betterment of the world 
we force his master to make him a freeman, and the slave writes 
a bill to his master accepting his responsibility to pay half his 
value to him. And Beit Hillel ultimately retracted their opinion, 
to rule in accordance with the statement of Beit Shammai that 
a half-slave must be set free. 


§ The mishna taught: Except for a deaf-mute, an imbecile, 
and a minor. The Gemara notes: By listing these three cases 
together the mishna is teaching that a deaf-mute is similar to 
an imbecile and a minor: Just as an imbecile and a minor are 
among those who are not of sound mind, so too the deaf-mute 
[heresh] mentioned here is one who is not of sound mind. And 
this teaches us as we learned in a mishna (Terumot 1:2): The 
heresh, whom the Sages" discussed everywhere, is one who 
does not hear and does not speak," and therefore his mind 
is not lucid. It can be inferred from this that one who speaks 
but does not hear and one who hears but does not speak are 
obligated in mitzvot like any other person. 


The Gemara notes: We already learned this, as the Sages taught 

in the Tosefta (Terumot 1:2): One who speaks but does not hear, 
this is a deaf person. One who hears but does not speak, this 

is a mute. Both this one and that one are in the same legal cat- 
egory as those who can see and hear with regard to all matters." 

This shows that the heresh exempted by the Sages is one who 

neither hears nor speaks. 


The Gemara asks: And from where is it derived that one who 
speaks but does not hear is a deaf person, and one who hears 
but does not speak is a mute? As it is written: “But I am as a 
deaf man, I hear not; and I am as a dumb man [illem] who does 
not open his mouth” (Psalms 38:14). If you wish, say instead 
that this is as people say: His speech has been taken [Ishtakeil 
Milulei]; the term illem is an acronym for this phrase. 


The Tosefta taught that one who speaks but does not hear and 
one who hears but does not speak are obligated in mitzvot. The 
Gemara asks: Isn’t it taught in a baraita that one who speaks 
but does not hear and one who hears but does not speak are 
exempt? 


Ravina said, and some say it was Rava who said: The mishna is 
incomplete" and is teaching the following:® All are obligated 
in the mitzvot of appearance in the Temple and rejoicing during 
the pilgrimage Festival by eating the sacrificial meat, except for 
a deaf person who speaks but does not hear and mute person 
who hears but does not speak," each of whom is exempt from 
the mitzva of appearance. And even though he is exempt from 
the mitzva of appearance, he is obligated in the mitzva of rejoic- 
ing. But one who does not hear and does not speak, and an 
imbecile and a minor, each of these is exempt even from rejoic- 
ing, since they are exempt from all the mitzvot mentioned in 
the Torah, as they are not of sound mind. 


That opinion is also taught in a baraita: All are obligated in the 
mitzva of appearance and in rejoicing, except for a deaf person 
who speaks but does not hear and one who hears but does not 
speak, as they are exempt from the mitzva of appearance. And 
even though they are exempt from the mitzva of appearance, 


The mishna is incomplete and is teaching the follow- 
ing — INP DM) xmn iPM: This method of explanation is 
often found in the Gemara. Generally speaking, it does not sug- 
gest an actual emendation of the text of the mishna. Rather, 


BACKGROUND 


the addition introduced by the Gemara is a necessary elabora- 
tion upon what is written in the mishna, which is insufficiently 
clear in its current form. The addition provides the necessary 
clarification. 


NOTES 


He did not create it to be a waste - A12 Yin xb: The 
Gemara cites this verse instead of the positive mitzva: 
“Be fruitful and multiply” (Genesis 1:28), as the verse from 
Isaiah emphasizes more sharply the fundamental role o 
procreation in the world (Josafot). To fulfill the require- 
ment of the second half of the verse in Isaiah: “He formed 
it to be inhabited,” certain activities are permitted tha 
would not be allowed for the sake of other mitzvot. 
This is why there is no violation here of the prohibition 
against emancipating one’s slave. Alternatively, the verse 
from Genesis could not be cited because a slave is no 
obligated in the mitzva of: “Be fruitful and multiply” (see 
Maharsha). Therefore, the Gemara cites the phrase: “He 
formed it to be inhabited,’ which applies to all people, 
even those who are exempt from the mitzva of procre- 
ation (see Turei Aven). 


The heresh whom the Sages discussed, etc. - wan 
"31 O23 NAW: The following formula is stated in the 
erusalem Talmud: The principles of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi 
are not principles. This means that one should not learn 
rom generalizations stated in the Mishna, like this one, 
as there are invariably many exceptions to these gener- 
alizations. In this case, too, there are times when it is clear 
hat the heresh, even when mentioned together with an 
imbecile and minor, does not refer to a deaf-mute (see 
Rabbi Ovadya MiBartenura). 


One who does not hear and does not speak - i»xw 
JAVA ivg YAW: Some commentaries explain that a 
deaf-mute is referred to only as deaf, heresh, because 
this term generally refers to one who was born deaf and 
consequently never learned how to speak. Therefore, the 
Sages referred to him by his primary disability (Rambam's 
Commentary on the Mishna, Jerumot 1:1). 


Incomplete, etc. — 131 XEN NM: According to the 
explanation of Ravina that this mishna refers not only to 
the mitzva of appearance but also to the mitzva of rejoic- 
ing, each section of the mishna must be analyzed on its 
own merits. Certain sections of the mishna refer solely 
to the mitzva of appearance while others refer both to 
that mitzva and the mitzva of rejoicing (Tosefot Rid). 


HALAKHA 


As those who can see and hear with regard to all mat- 
ters- omab pnpa: One who can hear but cannot 
speak, even if he is mute from birth, has the legal status 
of one who is of sound mind with regard to all matters 
of halakha. This individual can divorce his wife by means 
of hand motions, and his business dealings are valid. He 
may likewise confer gifts, although his bestowal must 
be confirmed either by an outside source or by written 
confirmation in his handwriting. Similarly, one who is 
hard of hearing has the same legal status as that of a 
regular person (Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 121:6, Hoshen 
Mishpat 235118). 


A deaf person and a mute — DYN) wan: A deaf person 
and a mute are exempt from the mitzva of appearance in 
the Temple. However, they must rejoice on the pilgrim- 
age Festivals, as they are obligated in other mitzvot like 
all members of the Jewish people. Conversely, a deaf- 
mute is exempt from all mitzvot, including rejoicing on a 
Festival (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 2:1-4). 
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NOTES 


With regard to appearance, he derives. ..with regard 
to the mitzva of assembly — Sapa... TRI pay: 
Why is it necessary for the Gemara to cite the verse: 
“Assemble the people, the men and the women and the 
ittle ones”; it is apparently enough to quote the previ- 
ous verse, which includes the phrase: Appearance. One 
explanation is that a person might have thought that 
he verbal analogy between the mitzva of assembly and 
he mitzva of appearance is not absolute, as women are 
exempt from the mitzva of appearance but are obligated 
in the mitzva of assembly. Therefore, the Gemara cites 


his verse to indicate that 
women in this particular ob 
o a deaf person the verba 
(Siah Yitzhak; Turei Aven; and 


he Torah explicitly included 
igation, whereas with regard 
analogy is indeed absolute 
he later authorities). 


n the Jerusalem Talmud this derivation is aa 
in slightly different terms. The commentaries discuss 
whether the derivation in the Jerusalem Talmud is ulti- 
mately the same as that of the Babylonian Talmud, or 
whether it is based on the additional letter vav in the 
verse, meaning “and”: “And that they may learn,’ which 
can be interpreted as an indication that they must be 
able to teach others (Korban HaEda). Additionally, the 
Jerusalem Talmud indicates that one who is unable to 
teach others is deficient in his own learning. 


BACKGROUND 


Assembly — Sapa: The Torah commands that the Jewish 
people must assemble in the Temple courtyard once 
every seven years to hear a public reading of the book 
of Deuteronomy by the king (Deuteronomy 31:10-13). 
This assembly was held during the festival of Sukkot in 
the year following the Sabbatical Year. The entire nation, 
including men, women, and children, attended. 


HALAKHA 


The obligation of appearance and assembly - ayn 
Sapa meta: All those who are exempt from the 
mitzva of appearance in the Temple are likewise exempt 
from the mitzva of assembly, except for women, children, 
and the uncircumcised, who are exempt from appear- 
ance but are obligated in assembly (Rambam Sefer Kor- 
banot, Hilkhot Hagiga 3:2). 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi — xwa 1977 +a: The period of 
tanna’im concluded with Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s arrange- 
ment of the Mishna. The son of Rabbi Shimon ben Gam- 
iel ıı, Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi lived from 135-220 CE When 
he was thirty years old he was appointed Nasi, or prince, 
but due to his great scholarship the Talmud refers to 
him simply as: Rabbi. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi spoke Greek, 
which was the language of the elite in Eretz Yisrael, and 
he was friendly with the Roman Emperor, Antoninus. 
His knowledge of Hebrew was legendary, to the extent 
hat the Sages learned the meaning of difficult words 
rom servants who worked in his house. According to 
he Gemara (Gittin 59a), from the time of Moses, there 
was not found another individual who had the combined 
qualities of Torah scholarship and prominent leadership 
o the extent of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi’s lifework was the collection of oral traditions and 
opinions that he wove into the Mishna. His Mishna serves 
as the basis for the Talmud that is studied to this day. 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s students were the Sages of the 
first generation of amora’‘im, including Rabbi Yohanan, 
Rabbi Hiyya, bar Kappara, and Rav. 
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they are obligated in rejoicing. And one who does not hear 
and does not speak, an imbecile, and a minor are all exempt 
even from rejoicing, since they are exempt from all the 
mitzvot mentioned in the Torah. The Gemara asks: What is 
different with regard to the mitzva of appearance, that a deaf 
person and a mute are exempt from this mitzva? And what 
is different with regard to the mitzva of rejoicing, that they 
are obligated? 


The Gemara explains: With regard to their exemption from the 

obligation of appearance, the tanna derives this halakha by 
means ofa verbal analogy between the term appearance stated 

with regard to the mitzva of appearance at the Temple on the 

pilgrimage Festival and the term appearance stated with regard 

to the mitzva of assembly,’ i.e., the obligation to assemble in 

the Temple on Sukkot in the year following the Sabbatical Year. 
As it is written, with regard to the mitzva of assembly: “Assem- 
ble the people, the men and the women and the little ones” 
(Deuteronomy 31:12), and it is written in that context: “When 

all of Israel come to appear” (Deuteronomy 31:11). Just as a 

deaf person and a mute are not obligated to attend the assembly, 
they are likewise exempt from appearing in the Temple on the 

Festivals." 


The Gemara asks: And there, with regard to the mitzva of assem- 
bly, from where do we derive that a deaf person and a mute are 
exempt? As it is written there: “That they may hear, and that 
they may learn” (Deuteronomy 31:12), and it is taught in a 
baraita that the phrase “that they may hear” excludes one who 
speaks but does not hear; and the phrase “and that they may 
learn” excludes one who hears but does not speak, as he is 
unable to learn. 


The Gemara asks: Is that to say that one who is not able to 

speak is not able to learn? But consider the following incident. 
There were two mute people who were in the neighborhood 

of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi.’ They were the sons of the daughter 
of Rabbi Yohanan ben Gudgeda, and some say that they were 

the sons of the sister of Rabbi Yohanan ben Gudgeda. When- 
ever Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi would enter the study hall they 
would also enter and sit before the Sages, and they would nod 

their heads as if they understood and move their lips. 


And Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi prayed for God to have mercy upon 

them, and they were healed. And it was discovered that they 
had learned and were proficient in halakha, i.e., Mishna; Sifra, 
the halakhic midrash on Leviticus; Sifrei, the halakhic midrash 

on Numbers and Deuteronomy; and the entire Talmud. This 

shows that those who cannot speak are able to learn. 


Mar Zutra said that one should read into the verse: That 
they may teach [yelamdu]," instead of: “That they may learn 
[yilmedu}” (Deuteronomy 31:12). Even if a mute person is able 
to learn he cannot teach others. Rav Ashi said that the verse is 
certainly to be read: That they may teach. As, ifit enters your 
mind that one should read: “That they may learn,” as it is writ- 
ten, and you will explain that since he is not able to speak he is 
not able to learn, and similarly the reason for the exemption 
of a deaf person is that since he is not able to hear he is not 
able to learn, you will have erred. According to this interpreta- 
tion, it is clear from the context that a deaf person is exempted 
by the phrase: “That they may hear,” not merely due to his 
lack of hearing but because his inability to hear prevents him 
from learning. 
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However, this is incorrect, for if so, this exemption of a mute could 
also be derived from: “That they may hear,” as the verse has 
~ already taught the basic principle that anyone who cannot learn 
is not obligated in the mitzva of assembly. Rather, the verse is 
certainly to be read as: “That they may teach,’ which indicates 
that although a mute is able to learn himself, and therefore he is 
not exempted by the previous verse, he is nevertheless exempt 
because he is unable to teach others. 


Rabbi Tanhum said: One who is deafin one ear" is exempt from 
the mitzva of appearance in the Temple, as it is stated with regard 
to the mitzva of assembly: “When all Israel comes to appear before 
the Lord your God in the place that He shall choose, you shall read 
this law before all Israel in their ears” (Deuteronomy 31:11)." This 
verse indicates that the obligation of assembly applies only to those 
who can hear with both ears. Since the two mitzvot are connected 
by verbal analogy, as explained above, this halakha applies to the 
mitzva of appearance as well. 


The Gemara asks: But this phrase: “In their ears,” is necessary to 
teach that the reading of the Torah at the assembly must enter the 
ears of the entire Jewish people. Consequently, it cannot serve as 
the source of the halakha concerning one who is deaf in one ear. 
The Gemara answers: That halakha, that the reading of the Torah 
must be heard by the entire Jewish people, is derived from the 
phrase: “Before all Israel” (Deuteronomy 31:11). The Gemara asks: 
If that halakha were derived from: “Before all Israel,” I would say 
that the mitzva applies even though they cannot hear; therefore, 
the Merciful One writes: “In their ears,” and that indicates that 
they must be able to hear. If so, this phrase is not available for 
deriving the halakha of someone who is deaf in one ear. 


The Gemara answers: That halakha, that the people must hear, 
is derived from: “That they may hear” (Deuteronomy 31:12)." 
Therefore, the phrase: “In their ears,” is not required for that pur- 
pose. Rather, it teaches that only those who can hear with both ears 
are obligated in the mitzva of assembly, and by extension, in the 
mitzva of appearance as well. 


Rabbi Tanhum said: One who is lame in one leg" is exempt from 
the mitzva of appearance, as it is stated: “Three times [regalim]" 
shall you keep a feast for Me in the year” (Exodus 23:14). Since the 
term for feet is raglayim, it can be inferred from here that the obliga- 
tion to ascend involves the use of both of one’s legs. 


The Gemara asks: But the term “regalim” is necessary to exclude 
people with artificial legs." Although these people are capable of 
walking, as they do not have two natural legs they are exempt from 
ascending to the Temple. The Gemara responds: That halakha is 
derived from: “Three occasions [pe‘amim] in the year all your 
males will appear before the Lord God” (Exodus 23:17). The term 
peamim can also mean legs, as it is taught in a baraita, with regard 
to the term “pe‘amim”: Pe'amim means nothing other than legs. 
And so it says: “The foot shall tread it down, even the feet of 
the poor and the steps [ pa‘amei] of the needy” (Isaiah 26:6), and 
it says: “How beautiful are your feet [feamayikh]" in sandals, 
daughter of the prince” (Song of Songs 7:2). 


Deaf in one ear — NNN itga Wan: An individual who is deaf in 
one ear is exempt from the mitzva of appearance, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Tanhum (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 


Hilkhot Hagiga 2:1). 


HALAKHA 


Lame in one leg - nnx bra sym: An individual who is lame in 
one leg is exempt from the mitzva of appearance, in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Tanhum (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, 
Hilkhot Hagiga 2:1). 


NOTES 

As it is stated, In their ears — opga VWaK3w: The Gemara 
here derives the halakha from the fact that the Torah uses 
the plural form: Ears. Tosafot cite the Jerusalem Talmud, 
which also asks whether an individual who is deaf in one 
ear is obligated in the mitzva of appearance. According to 
the Jerusalem Talmud the answer depends upon the correc 
interpretation of the Torah’s use of the plural in general. For 
example, the Torah states: “And for Aaron's sons you shal 
make tunics” (Exodus 28:40). One opinion is that this means 
two tunics for each son. Others claim that it can mean even 
one tunic for each son. The question here is the same: Is i 
necessary for each person to be able to hear in both ears, or 
is it enough if he has one good ear? 


That is derived from, That they may hear - abn NITI 
i772 raw»: This version of the text reflects the opinion that 
the derivation is from the phrase: “That they may hear,’ i.e., 
it must be a complete hearing with two ears (Rambam). 


As it is stated, times [regalim] - o> WNI: The com- 
mentaries explain that the halakha that a lame person is 
exempt from the mitzva of appearance is derived from the 
use of the term: “times” [regalim], which alludes to legs 
[raglayim]. Since the Torah uses the synonymous term “occa- 
sions” [peamim] elsewhere (e.g., Exodus 34:23), the specific 
use of regalim indicates that one must be able to ascend to 
the Temple by foot (Rambam). 


To exclude people with artificial legs — pap dyad bis: 
According to this opinion, anyone with a permanent blemish, 
i.e., one who does not have any legs at all, is exempt from the 
mitzva of appearance, whereas a lame person is obligated in 
this mitzva (Turei Aven). 


And it says, How beautiful are your feet [feamayikh] - 
TAY 159 MA Waitt: It can be derived from this verse that 
the term pe‘amim, which is from the same root as feamayikh, 
is a synonym for feet. Additionally, through the use of the 
word “sandals,” this verse teaches that the term includes 
shoes as well. Consequently, anyone who is unable to put 
on shoes is not obligated in the mitzva of appearance (Rashi; 
see Siah Yitzhak). 
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NOTES 


Rava taught...how beautiful — 159 m3... K3 WYT: A 
similar interpretation appears in the Aramaic transla- 
tion of Song of Songs: How pleasant are the feet of 
Israel when they ascend to appear before God three 
times a year. According to some versions of the text, 
the derivation is based on the term “sandals” [ne‘alim], 
which is similar to the term for ascending [aliya]. 


Daughter of the prince [nadiv] - 3°33 na: The con- 
nection to Abraham is that just as Abraham gave 
of himself [nitnadev] to ascend to Eretz Yisrael, the 
pilgrims on a Festival likewise make great efforts to 
reach Jerusalem (Riaf). 


As he was the first of the converts — nyna maw 
on: The commentaries explain that Abraham was 
the first convert, as he recognized the Creator on his 
own (Josafot; Petah Einayim). The Sages also teach that 
he fulfilled all the mitzvot of the Torah even before 
it was given on Mount Sinai. Furthermore, Abraham 
started the unique existence of the Jewish people 
as a distinct group, which no longer belonged to the 
children of Noah (Turei Aven). 


But there were snakes and scorpions, etc. — bax 
"21 DS IPH WMA: The phrase: “And the pit was empty,’ 
indicates that it was entirely empty, and therefore 
when the verse adds: “There was no water in it,” it 
teaches that the pit was actually lacking only water 
but it was not completely empty (see Rabbi Eliyahu 
Mizrahi and Maharsha). However, it remains unclear 
how it is derived from here that the pit contained 
snakes specifically. One suggestion is that a pit can be 
described as empty even if snakes and scorpions are 
present, as these creatures tend to hide in the holes 
and crevices of a pit. Therefore, when the verse empha- 
sizes that the pit contained no water, this indicates that 
there were snakes inside (Petah Einayim, citing Ari). 


We are your students, etc. — "131 3% Pra: Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Beroka and Rabbi Elazar ben Hisma 
emphasized both that they received the Torah knowl- 
edge they already have from Rabbi Yehoshua, and 
that they are continually learning more Torah from 
him (Petah Einayim). Some explain their comment as 
follows: Although what we studied was a novelty for 
us, we are sure it would not be a novelty for our teacher 
(Lehem Shlomo). 


In order for God to give a reward to those who bring 
them - ppa raw p “1a: Some commentaries 
question the need for this statement, for if the adults 
are all obligated to come, who will watch the children 
at home? They explain that although the parents have 
no choice, nevertheless the act of bringing the chil- 
dren is a meritorious act deserving of its own reward 
(Derashot Mahari Mintz; Riaf). 


A single entity, etc. — 3) nN ngyn: There are dif- 
ferent explanations of this expression, each of which 
emphasizes a particular aspect of the relationship 
between God and the Jewish people. Some explain 
the phrase “has affirmed you” (Deuteronomy 26:18) in 
the sense of praise and glory (Rashi). Others say that 
“affirm” [heemir] means to exalt and make great, like an 
amir, a treetop. Yet others associate it with the Arabic 
ae, ‘amir, a leader (Rav Se’adya Gaon). Some maintain 
that the phrase: A single entity, refers to something 
for which there is no similar model in the world (Rav 
Hai Gaon). Alternatively, the statement means: You 
prepared for Me a portion in this world and | will pre- 
pare for you a portion in the World-to-Come (Arukh; 
Maharsha). 
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With regard to the aforementioned verse, Rava taught: What is 
the meaning of that which is written: “How beautiful" are your 
feet in sandals, daughter of the prince [nadiv]”? How pleasant 
are the feet [raglehen] of the Jewish people when they ascend 
to Jerusalem on the pilgrimage Festival [regel]. “Daughter of 
the prince”:" this is referring to the daughter of Abraham our 
father who is called a prince, as it is stated: “The princes of 
the peoples are gathered together, the people of the God of 
Abraham” (Psalms 47:10). The Gemara asks: Is God only “the 
God of Abraham,’ and not the God of Isaac and Jacob? Rather, 
the verse mentions “the God of Abraham,’ as he was the first of 
the converts." Abraham was the first prince, as all converts who 
follow in his path are called “the princes of the peoples.” 


The Gemara cites another statement of Rabbi Tanhum. Rav 
Kahana said that Rabbi Natan bar Manyumi taught in the name 
of Rabbi Tanhum: What is the meaning of that which is written 
with regard to Joseph: “And they took him, and cast him into the 
pit; and the pit was empty, there was no water in it” (Genesis 
37:24). By inference from that which is stated: “And the pit was 
empty,’ don’t I know that there was no water in it? Rather, this 
teaches that there was no water in it, but there were snakes and 
scorpions" in it. 


§ The Sages taught: There was an incident involving Rabbi 
Yohanan ben Beroka and Rabbi Elazar ben Hisma, when they 
went to greet Rabbi Yehoshua in Peki’in. Rabbi Yehoshua said 
to them: What novel idea was taught today in the study hall? 
They said to him: We are your students" and we drink from your 
water, i.e., all of our Torah knowledge comes from you, and there- 
fore how can we tell you something you have not already learned? 
He said to them: Even so, there cannot be a study hall without 
a novelty. 


He asked them: Whose week was it, i.e. who was the lecturer 
this week? They said to him: It was Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya’s’ 
week. He inquired: And on what subject was the lecture today? 
They said to him: He spoke about the portion of the mitzva of 
assembly. Rabbi Yehoshua persisted: And what verse did he 
interpret homiletically with regard to this mitzva? 


They said to him that Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya interpreted the 
following verse: “Assemble the people, the men and the women 
and the little ones” (Deuteronomy 31:12). This verse is puzzling: 
If men come to learn, and women, who might not understand, 
come at least to hear, why do the little ones come? They come 
in order for God to give a reward to those who bring them," i.e., 
God credits those who bring their children to the assembly. Rabbi 
Yehoshua said to them: This good pearl of wisdom was in your 
hands, and you tried to conceal it from me? 


Upon seeing that Rabbi Yehoshua was pleased to hear this idea, 
Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka and Rabbi Elazar ben Hisma said to 
him: Additionally, Rabbi Elazar interpreted the following verses 
homiletically: “You have affirmed, this day, that the Lord is your 
God, and that you will walk in His ways and keep His statutes, 
His mitzvot, and His ordinances, and listen to His voice. And the 
Lord has affirmed you, this day, to be His treasure, as 
He promised you, and that you should keep all His mitzvot 
(Deuteronomy 26:17-18). 


” 


Rabbi Elazar explained: The Holy One, Blessed be He, said to 
the Jewish people: You have made Me a single entity in the 
world, as you singled Me out as separate and unique. And there- 
fore I will make you a single entity" in the world, as you will be 
a treasured nation, chosen by God. You have made Me a single 
entity in the world, as it is written: “Hear, O Israel, the Lord 
our God, the Lord is One” (Deuteronomy 6:4). And therefore I 
will make you a single entity in the world, as it is stated: 
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“And who is like Your people, Israel, one nation in the land?” 
(1 Chronicles 17:21). 


The Gemara adds: And Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya also com- 
menced" his lecture and taught: It is written: “The words of 
the wise are as goads, and as nails well fastened are those that 
are composed in collections; they are given from one shep- 
herd” (Ecclesiastes 12:11). Why are matters of Torah compared 
to a goad? To tell you that just as this goad directs the cow to 
her furrow to bring forth sustenance for life to the world, 
so too the words of Torah direct those who study them from 
the paths of death to the paths of life. The Gemara asks: 
If so, derive the following from that same analogy: Just as 
this goad is movable and not rigid, so too matters of Torah 
are movable in accordance with circumstance and are not 
permanent. Therefore, the verse states: “Nails,” which are 
permanent. 


The Gemara further asks: If so, one can explain as follows: Just 

as this nail is diminished" in size and does not expand, as it 
wastes away over time, so too matters of Torah are gradually 
diminished and do not expand. Therefore, the verse states: 

“Well fastened [netuim].’ Just as this plant [neti'a] flourishes 

and multiplies, so too matters of Torah flourish and multiply. 

“Those that are composed in collections [ba‘alei asufot]”: 
These are Torah scholars who sit in many groups [asupot] and 
engage in Torah study. There are often debates among these 

groups, as some of these Sages render an object or person ritu- 
ally impure and these render it pure; these prohibit an action 
and these permit it; these deem an item invalid and these 

deem it valid. 


Lest a person say: Now, how can I study Torah when it con- 
tains so many different opinions? The verse states that they are 
all “given from one shepherd.’’ One God gave them; one 
leader, i.e., Moses, said them from the mouth of the Master 
of all creation, Blessed be He, as it is written: “And God spoke 
all these words” (Exodus 20:1). The plural form “words” indi- 
cates that God transmitted all the interpretations of the Ten 
Commandments. Since the Sages invariably utilize the Torah 
itself or the statements of the prophets as the sources for their 
opinions, there is a certain unity to the study of Torah, despite 
the numerous explanations and applications. 


So too you, the student, make your ears like a funnel’ and 
acquire for yourself an understanding heart to hear both 
the statements of those who render objects ritually impure 
and the statements of those who render them pure; the state- 
ments of those who prohibit actions and the statements of 
those who permit them; the statements of those who deem 
items invalid and the statements of those who deem them 
valid. When Rabbi Yehoshua heard these interpretations, he 
said to them in these words: No generation is considered 
orphaned, i.e. without a leader, if Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya 
dwells among it. 


The Gemara asks: But Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka and Rabbi 
Elazar ben Hisma should have told Rabbi Yehoshua these 
statements of Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya directly, without delay. 
Why did they hesitate at first? The Gemara answers: They were 
hesitant due to an incident that occurred. As it is taught in 
a baraita: There was an incident involving Rabbi Yosei ben 
Durmaskit, who went to greet Rabbi Eliezer in Lod. Rabbi 
Elazar said to him: What novel idea was taught today in the 
study hall? 


NOTES 


And he also commenced - nna XiT 9X): Some explain that 
this refers to Rabbi Yehoshua, who added a statement of his 
own (Maharsha). Many commentaries note that the parallel 
versions of the text indicate otherwise. 


Just as this nail is diminished - yon m w292 mA: Rashi explains, 
perhaps based on a variant text, that the nail diminishes objects, 
i.e., it pierces and removes matter from the place where it is 
inserted (see Maharsha). Some explain that the size of the nail 
itself decreases when it is nailed into the wall (Anaf Yosef). 


They are all given from one shepherd — my nyima im) oya: 
The notion that all opinions in a dispute involving Torah are of 
value is also taught in the well-known saying: Both these and 
those are the words of the living God. This idea is dealt with 
at length and in depth by the early and later authorities (see 
Akedat Yitzhak). Many explain that the Torah was transmitted 
with numerous different, yet legitimate, interpretations, each 
of which possesses an element of truth. Although the Sages 
must issue practical halakhic decisions, this does not negate the 
truth of the opinions that are not accepted (see Otzar HaKavod; 
Beer HaGola). 


BACKGROUND 


Make your ears like a funnel — NDDIDND PNN Ty: 


Ancient Roman funnel 
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BACKGROUND 
Ammon and Moab — Axim jay: 


Location of Ammon and Moab 


Poor man's tithe — 3Y Ww: The poor man's tithe is a special 
ithe set aside from agricultural produce and distributed to the 
poor. During the third and sixth years of the Sabbatical cycle, after 
he priests’ share of the produce and the first tithe have been set 
aside, one-tenth of the remaining produce is distributed to the 
poor. During the other years of the Sabbatical cycle, the second 
ithe is set aside instead of the poor man’s tithe. Although the 
poor man's tithe is not sanctified, until it has been set aside the 
produce is deemed tevel, untithed produce, and may not be 
eaten. The poor man's tithe is separated from doubtfully tithed 
produce but it is not given to the poor, as the principle that the 
burden of proof rests upon the claimant applies to this case. In 
other words, a poor person who lays claim to the poor man’s 
tithe has to prove that the tithe had not already been separated 
from this produce. 


The Sabbatical Year - maw: The seventh year is the last year 
of the Sabbatical cycle. The first of these cycles began after the 
conquest of Canaan by Joshua. It is also known as shemitta, 
literally, abandonment, or release. The halakhot of the Sabbati- 
cal Year are based on Torah law (Leviticus 25:1-7; Deuteronomy 
15:1-6); however, most authorities maintain that the conditions 
for the applicability of this Torah mitzva have lapsed, and its 
present-day observance is based on rabbinic decree. During 
the Sabbatical Year all agricultural land in Eretz Yisrael must be 
left to lie fallow. It is prohibited to work the land, except for what 
is necessary to keep existing crops alive. All produce that does 
grow is ownerless and must be left unguarded in the fields for 
ready access to any creature, including wild animals and birds. As 
long as produce can still be found in the fields it may be eaten, 
although it may not be bought and sold in the normal manner 
or used for purposes other than food. By rabbinic decree it is 
prohibited to consume produce that grew from seeds during 
the Sabbatical Year, even if it grew by itself. According to some 
authorities, this prohibition applies by Torah law. 


HALAKHA 
In Ammon and Moab one separates the poor man’s tithe - 
ay Wyn pwya agin iay: It is a halakha transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai that one must separate the poor man's tithe during 
the Sabbatical Year in the lands of Ammon and Moab (Rambam 
Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Mattenot Aniyyim 6:5). 
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In Ammon and Moab one separates the poor man’s 
tithe — y wyn pwya agia piv: This halakha is exten- 
sively debated by the early authorities, as it was prohibited 
for the Jewish people to conquer the lands of Ammon and 
Moab. How then could it be considered that these lands 
might possess the sanctity of Eretz Yisrael? The commentaries 
suggest that this refers to the lands of Sihon, king of the Emo- 
rites, and of Og, king of the Bashan, who conquered parts of 
Ammon and Moab. At that point, as these lands were under 
he control of another nation, it became permitted for the 
ewish people to conquer them (Rabbeinu Tam in Tosafot). 
However, those areas were never sanctified, as although the 
and of Sihon is in the territory of the Emorites, which is part 
of the inheritance of the Jewish people, the lands of Ammon 
and Moab are called: “The Kinite, the Kenizzite, and the 
admonite” (Genesis 15:19), which will be inherited by the 
ewish people only in the future age of the ultimate redemp- 
ion. See the Kesef Mishne, as well as other commentaries 
on the Rambam, with regard to the Rambam’s opinion in 


his regard. 


Rabbi Yosei ben Durmaskit said to him: The Sages assembled, 
counted the votes, and concluded that although the lands of 
Ammon and Moab’ on the eastern side of the Jordan River are 
not part of Eretz Yisrael, and therefore the halakhot of the Sabbati- 
cal Year and tithes should not apply to them, as these lands are 
adjacent to Eretz Yisrael, one separates the poor man’s tithe’ 
there in the Sabbatical Year.’ Since the Sages debated which 
tithes should be separated, they had to take a vote to determine 
the halakha in this regard. 


Rabbi Elazar said to him in anger: Yosei, extend your hands 

and catch your eyes," which are about to come out of their 
sockets. He extended his hands and caught his eyes. Rabbi 

Elazar wept" and said the verse: “The counsel of the Lord is with 

them who fear Him; and His covenant, to make them know it” 
(Psalms 25:14), i.e., the Sages arrived at the correct conclusion, 
although they were unaware of the proper rationale behind it. 


Rabbi Elazar said to Rabbi Yosei to go and say to the Sages in 
the study hall: Do not be concerned with regard to your count- 
ing, that you might not have ruled properly, as you have not in 
fact instituted a new ordinance at all. This is the tradition that I 
received from Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai, who heard from 
his teacher, and his teacher from his teacher: It is a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai" that in Ammon and Moab one 
separates the poor man’s tithe in the Sabbatical Year. What 
is the reason? Those who ascended from Egypt conquered 
many cities," and those who ascended from Babylonia did not 
conquer them after the destruction of the First Temple. 


NOTES 

others maintain that the quickness of the response upset 
him. Rabbi Yohanan ben Beroka and Rabbi Elazar ben Hisma 
earned from this incident that one must be extremely careful 
when addressing one's teacher (Petah Einayim). 


Rabbi Elazar wept — why 931724: Some explain that Rabbi 
Elazar cried because he was unable to enter the study hall 
due to the fact that the Sages had excommunicated him. 
Had he been present, this issue would not have become the 
subject of dispute, as he had a clear tradition in this regard 
(Petah Einayim, in the name of Rabbi Betzalel Ashkenazi; see 
Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna, Yadayim 4:3). 


A halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai - mind xnaba 
12D: Many commentaries explain that this is actually an ordi- 
nance enacted by the Sages, as this expression merely serves 
to convey the idea that the matter is as clear as a halakha 
transmitted to Moses from Sinai (Rabbeinu Shimshon of 
Saens; Rosh; and many later authorities). However, the Josefta 
indicates that this is an actual halakha transmitted to Moses 
from Sinai (Rabbeinu Shimshon; Rambam). 


Extend your hands and catch your eyes — ban yp viva 
‘poy: Rashi says that Rabbi Elazar was angered that they 
attributed this halakha to the Sages of Yavne. Others likewise 
explain that he was annoyed that the Sages assembled a 
majority and voted, a move he felt was unnecessary seeing 
that it is a halakha transmitted to Moses from Sinai (Rab- 
beinu Hananel). Conversely, others contend that Rabbi Elazar 
was angry because they did not preface their remarks with 
the formula: We are your students, etc., which he deemed 
disrespectful (Rabbeinu Shimshon of Saens; Maharsha). Yet 


What is the reason...many cities — pata 7377 Oye m: 
Some commentaries maintain that this statement was not 
issued by Rabbi Elazar himself; rather, it is an unattributed 
opinion in the Gemara (Rabbeinu Tam in Sefer HaYashar). In 
practice, the authorities differentiate between the halakhot of 
tithes in those parts of Eretz Yisrael that were conquered only 
by those who ascended from Egypt and not by those who 
returned from Babylonia, and the halakhot that apply on the 
eastern side of the Jordan River (see Rambam). 
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This difference is important, because the first consecration" of 
Eretz Yisrael, by those who ascended from Egypt, caused it to be 
sanctified only for its time and it was not sanctified forever, as 
that depended on the renewed conquest of the land by the Jewish 
people. And those who ascended from Babylonia left those cities 
aside and did not consider them part of Eretz Yisrael even after 
Jewish settlement was renewed there. They would plow and harvest 
in these places in the Sabbatical Year and tithe the poor man’s tithe, 
so that the poor of Eretz Yisrael, who did not have sufficient 
income from the previous years, could rely upon that produce in 
the Sabbatical Year, receiving help from this tithe. 


It was taught that after Rabbi Elazar’s mind was put at ease, he 
said: May it be God’s will that Rabbi Yosei’s eyes should return 
to their place. And indeed his eyes returned. Due to this event, in 
which Rabbi Elazar responded harshly when his disciple related 
what he considered a novel idea, the students of Rabbi Yehoshua 
hesitated to recount what they had heard until their teacher 
encouraged them to do so. 


§ The Sages taught: Who is considered an imbecile?" One 
who goes out alone at night, and one who sleeps in a cemetery, 
and one who rends his garment. It was stated that Rav Huna 
said: One does not have the halakhic status of an imbecile until 
there are all of these signs present in him at the same time. Rabbi 
Yohanan said: He is considered an imbecile even due to the 
appearance of one of these signs. 


The Gemara asks: What are the circumstances of the case under 
discussion? If he performs them in a deranged manner, then even 
the appearance of one sign should be enough to classify him as an 
imbecile. If he does not perform these actions in a deranged 
manner, but has a reason to act this way, then even if he performs 
all of them he should not be deemed an imbecile. 


The Gemara answers: Actually, the baraita is referring to one 
who performs these actions in a deranged manner, but each 
action on its own could be explained rationally. With regard to one 
who sleeps in the cemetery, one could say that he is doing so in 
order that an impure spirit should settle upon him. Although it 
is inappropriate to do this, as there is a reason for this behavior it is 
nota sign of madness. And with regard to one who goes out alone 
at night, one could say that perhaps a fever took hold of him and 
he is trying to cool himself down. And as for one who tears his 
garments, one could say that he is a man engaged in thought, and 
out of anxiety he tears his clothing unintentionally. Despite these 
possible explanations, since one performed all of these together 
they are considered 


like the actions of a forewarned ox that gored an ox, a donkey, and 
a camel. Since this ox gored three different animals on three sepa- 
rate occasions, it is considered predisposed to gore and becomes 
forewarned for every type of animal. Likewise, if someone per- 
forms three different deranged actions, it is assumed that there is 
no logical reason for his behavior and he is classified as an imbecile. 
Rav Pappa said: If Rav Huna had heard that which is taught in a 
baraita: Who is an imbecile? This is one who destroys whatever 
is given to him, he would have retracted his statement that one is 
an imbecile only if he performs three deranged actions. 


HALAKHA 

First and second consecrations — mW 71x) NWIT: 
All the areas possessed by those who ascended from 
Egypt were endowed with the sanctity of Eretz Yisrael. 
When the Jews were exiled from Eretz Yisrael, that sanctity 
was nullified. Later, when those who ascended from Baby- 
lonia arrived and took possession of part of the land, it was 
endowed with a second, permanent sanctity. However, 
those places that were conquered only by those who 
ascended from Egypt were not exempted from tithes and 
teruma in the Sabbatical Year, so that the poor would have 
something to eat (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Mattenot 
Aniyyim 6:5, Hilkhot Terumot 1:5). 


Who is an imbecile — Abiw ant: With regard to one 
who goes out alone at night, tears his garments, sleeps 
in the cemetery, or loses whatever he is given Jerusalem 
Talmud; Tosefta), if he performs any one of these actions in 
a deranged manner he has the halakhic status of an imbe- 
cile, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. 
However, this applies only if he regularly behaves in this 
manner. If not, he does not have the halakhic status of an 
imbecile even if performs the act in a deranged manner 
(Shakh, in the name of Beit Yosef). Similarly, one whose 
mind is consistently impaired in one aspect, even if he is 
otherwise coherent, is considered an imbecile (Shulhan 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 1:5 and Hoshen Mishpat 35:8). 


NOTES 
Who is an imbecile — Abiw ax: An imbecile as dis- 
cussed by the Sages is one who is mentally imbalanced 
either due to illness or from birth. Everyone agrees that 
the characteristics listed in the Gemara are not the exclu- 
sive signs of an imbecile (see Or HaYashar). 
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HALAKHA 

Mitzvot in which women are obligated - nwanw nia 
172 nian: Women are obligated in all the negative mitzvot 
in the Torah, just like men, with the exception of the prohibi- 
ions: “You shall not round the corners of your heads, nor 
shall you mar the corners of your beard” (Leviticus 19:27) and 
he prohibition against priests becoming ritually impure by 
contact with a corpse. Women are exempt from all positive, 
ime-bound mitzvot, except for kiddush on Shabbat, eating 
matza on the first night of Passover, slaughtering and eat- 
ing the Paschal offering, the assembly, and rejoicing on the 
Festival (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Avoda Zara 12:3). 


A tumtum and a hermaphrodite with regard to the mitzva 
of appearance — TII DIVNI) Dwar: A tumtum and 
an hermaphrodite are exempt from appearing in the Temple 
ona Festival (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 2:1). 
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A dilemma was raised before the Sages with regard to Rav 
Pappa’s statement: When Rav Pappa claims that Rav Huna would 
have retracted his statement, would he have retracted only from 
the case of one who tears his garments, as this person is similar 
to one who destroys whatever is given to him? Or perhaps he 
would have retracted his opinion with regard to all of the signs 
ofan imbecile? The Gemara states that the dilemma shall stand 
unresolved, as no answer was found. 


§ The mishna taught: And a tumtum and a hermaphrodite 
are exempt from the mitzva of appearance in the Temple. The 
Sages taught, with regard to the verse: “Three occasions in the 
year all your males will appear before the Lord God” (Exodus 
23:17), had the verse simply said “males,” this would serve to 
exclude women" from this mitzva. By specifying “your males,”" 
it comes to exclude a tumtum and a hermaphrodite" as well. 
Furthermore, when the verse adds “all your males,” this serves 
to include male minors. 


The Master said in the baraita: “Males” comes to exclude 
women. The Gemara asks: Why do I need a verse for this 
halakha? After all, the obligation of appearance on a Festival is 
a positive, time-bound mitzva, and women are exempt from 
any positive, time-bound mitzva. 


The Gemara answers: This statement was necessary, as otherwise 
it could enter your mind to say: Let us derive by means of a 
verbal analogy between the term: Appearance, which appears 
here, and the term: Appearance, stated with regard to the mitzva 
of assembly (Deuteronomy 31:11), which is also a positive, time- 
bound mitzva. Just as there, women are obligated in the mitzva 
of assembly, so too here, women are obligated in the mitzva of 
appearance on the Festival. Therefore, the baraita teaches us 
that women are exempt. 


The Master said in the baraita: “Your males” comes to exclude 
a tumtum and a hermaphrodite. The Gemara asks: Granted, 
the exclusion of a hermaphrodite was necessary, as it could 
enter your mind to say that since he possesses an aspect of 
masculinity, i.e., he has a male sexual organ, he should be 
obligated like a male. Therefore, the baraita teaches us that a 
hermaphrodite is a being unto itself, which is neither male nor 
female. 


However, as the status of a tumtum, who lacks external sexual 
organs, is a halakhic uncertainty, is a verse necessary to exclude 
an uncertainty?" Abaye said: It is referring to a case when the 
testicles of a tumtum are on the outside, although his penis is 
not visible. The verse teaches that this tumtum is not obligated 
in the mitzva of appearance, despite the fact that he is certainly 
male. 


NOTES 


Males...Your males — 3713t...1131: The term: “Males,” serves 
to exclude women. The more restrictive phrase: “Your males,” 
refers to those who are undoubtedly male, not those whose 
masculinity is uncertain. Therefore, the Sages interpreted the 
verse as excluding the tumtum and hermaphrodite (see Zekher 
LaHagiga). 


A verse necessary to exclude an uncertainty - XI} PWYX 
xpa wy: This phrase, which appears in several places 
in the Talmud, is generally explained by Rashi as a question: 
Would the Torah exclude an uncertainty? Why would one think 
that a case of an uncertainty is prohibited or that one should 
rule stringently in this case, so that it would be necessary for 


the Torah to explicitly exclude it? Alternatively, there is no need 
to exclude a doubtful case, as an uncertainty results from a 
lack of knowledge. God clearly does not lack this knowledge, 
and therefore the Torah does not address cases of uncertainty 
(Rashi on Hullin 22b). In this regard the early authorities cite a 
fundamental halakhic discussion. There is a general principle 
that one rules stringently with regard to an uncertainty involv- 
ing a Torah law. The commentaries dispute whether the prin- 
ciple itself is instituted by rabbinic law, whereas by Torah law 
every uncertainty is treated leniently (Rambam), or whether 
the halakha that an uncertainty involving Torah law is treated 
stringently is a principle imposed by Torah law (Rashba). 
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The Master said in the baraita: “All your males” comes to include 
minors." The Gemara asks: Didn’t we learn in the mishna: All 
are obligated to appear, except for a deaf-mute, an imbecile, 
and a minor? Abaye said: This is not difficult. Here, the baraita 
that obligates minors is referring to a minor who has reached the 
age of training in mitzvot. There, the mishna is referring to a 
minor who has not yet reached the age of training in mitzvot, 
and therefore he is exempt from the mitzva of appearance. The 
Gemara asks: The obligation of a minor who has reached the age 
of training is one that applies by rabbinic law. How then can the 
baraita derive this halakha from a verse? The Gemara answers: Yes, 
it is indeed so, and the verse is a mere support for this rabbinic 
obligation. 


The Gemara asks: Rather, for what purpose does the verse: “All 
your males,” come? It comes to teach that which Aherim taught. 
As it is taught in a baraita: Aherim say that a scrimper, one who 
gathers dog feces to give them to tanners for the purpose of tan- 
ning hides; and a melder™ of copper, who purifies copper from 
dross; and a tanner of hides, are all exempt from the mitzva of 
appearance, as their occupation inflicts upon them a particularly 


unpleasant odor. This is because it is stated: “All your males,” 


which indicates that only one who is able to ascend with all your 
males is obligated, excluding those who are not suited to ascend 
with all your males, as people avoid their company. 


§ The mishna taught that women and slaves who are not eman- 
cipated are exempt from the mitzva of appearance. The Gemara 
asks: Granted, women are exempt, as we said earlier that this is 
derived from the phrase: “Your males.” However, with regard to 
slaves, from where do we derive" that they are exempt? Rav 
Huna said that the verse states: “Before the Lord God” (Exodus 
23:17). This indicates that one who has only one Master is 
obligated, which excludes this slave, who has another master. 


The Gemara asks: Why do I need a verse to teach this halakha? 
After all, with regard to every mitzva in which a woman is obli- 
gated, a slave is also obligated in that mitzva; and with regard to 
every mitzva in which a woman is not obligated, a slave is not 
obligated in it either. The reason for this principle is that it is 
derived by means of a verbal analogy between the phrase: “To 
her” (Leviticus 19:20), written with regard to a designated maid- 
servant, and the phrase: “To her” (Deuteronomy 24:3), written 
with regard to a divorced woman." 


Ravina said: This verse is necessary only to teach the exemption 
of one who is half-slave half-freeman. The Gemara notes that 
the language of the mishna is also precise, as it teaches: Women 
and slaves who are not emancipated. What is the purpose of 
specifying: Who are not emancipated? If we say that this means 
that they are not emancipated at all, let it simply teach: Slaves, 
without any further description. Rather, is it not the case that 
the mishna is referring to slaves who are not entirely emanci- 
pated? And who are these slaves? One who is half-slave half- 
freeman. The Gemara concludes: Learn from this that this is 
correct. 


The mishna further taught: And the lame, and the blind, and the 

sick, and the old are all exempt from the mitzva of appearance. 
The Sages taught: “Times [regalim]” (Exodus 23:14) alludes to 
the use of one’s feet [raglayim], and therefore it excludes people 
with artificial legs. Although they are able to walk, they are 
exempt from traveling, as they do not have feet. Alternatively, the 
term “regalim” comes to exclude the lame, the sick, the blind, 
the old, and one who is unable to ascend on his own feet." The 
Gemara asks: The last category of one who is unable to ascend 
on his feet, comes to add what? The baraita already taught that 
the lame and the sick are exempt. Rava said: It comes to add 


HALAKHA 


A minor with regard to the mitzva of appearance - jpop 
meta: If a minor is able to hold his father’s hand and 
ascend from Jerusalem to the Temple Mount, his father is 
obligated to bring him along to the Temple to train him in 
the observance of mitzvot (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Hagiga 2:3). 


A scrimper and a melder with regard to the mitzva of 
appearance - m3 FNM yapan: The Rambam rules 
that a scrimper and a melder of copper, as well as other 
craftsmen who have a foul odor, must wash themselves 
and their clothes and ascend on the Festivals like the rest 
of the nation (Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 2:2). There are 
two explanations as to why the Rambam's ruling does not 
contradict the baraita here, which explicitly states that all 
of these people are exempt from this obligation. First, the 
phrase: Aherim say, indicates that this is the opinion of an 
individual Sage, which is not accepted by the Rabbis, and 
the halakha is in accordance with the majority opinion 
(Kesef Mishne). Second, the ruling of Aherim applies only 
when these people are covered in filth. However, once 
they clean themselves they are considered like everyone 
else (Kesef Mishne; Rabbi Yosef Kurkus). 


One who is unable to ascend on his feet - bin iyxw n 
von niby: One who is unable to ascend to the Temple 
by foot is not obligated in the mitzva of appearance. Con- 
sequently, the lame, the sick, the old, and the unusually 
delicate are all exempt, in accordance with the opinion of 
Rava (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 2:1). 


NOTES 

A scrimper and a melder — qam yapan: The commen- 
taries explain that these malodorous people are exempt 
from the mitzva of appearance not for the good of the gen- 
eral public but for their own honor. It would be insulting 
for them were they to ascend to the Temple with everyone 
keeping their distance from them. Consequently, they are 
exempt from this obligation (geonim). 


Slaves, from where do we derive — Tn 073%: Many 
commentaries note that this section of the discussion is 
apparently self-contradictory. At first the Gemara inquires 
into the source exempting slaves, which indicates that 
this source is necessary. Subsequently, the Gemara ques- 
tions why this source is required, as the exemption can be 
derived from the case of women. Some explain that the 
phrase: “All your males,” can be explained as referring to 
male slaves as well, and therefore one might have thought 
hat in this case the halakha of slaves cannot be derived 
rom that of women (Mishhat Aharon; see the Jerusalem 


Talmud). Others explain that the question concerning the 


possible derivation of the exemption of slaves from the 
halakha of women is the continuation of the statement of 
Rav Huna. There are passages elsewhere in the Gemara that 
ollow a similar structure (see Petah Einayim for examples). 
Some commentaries cite yet another source for the exemp- 
ion of slaves: “When all of Israel come” (Deuteronomy 31:11), 
as slaves are not considered part of the Jewish people 
(Rambam; Rabbi Ovadya MiBartenura). 


It is derived by: To her, to her, with regard to a woman — 
TONI "ay y ‘aa: Although the first “to her” is actually 
stated with regard to a maidservant, not a male slave, the 
derivation is still legitimate. This is because the verbal 
analogy is not required to exempt a maidservant from 
the mitzvot in which women are not obligated, as there is 
no reason to think that she should have a higher level of 
obligation than a Jewish woman. Alternatively, one might 
think that slaves should not be obligated in mitzvot at all, 
as they are neither Jews nor converts. Therefore, once it is 
derived by verbal analogy that maidservants have the same 
halakhic obligations as Jewish women, the same applies to 
male slaves as well (see Turei Aven). 
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NOTES 


Delicate — 73512: Some explain that this refers to delicate 
people who are not used to walking barefoot. Since it is 
prohibited for one to enter the Temple while wearing 
shoes, which is considered trampling the sacred court- 
yards, he is exempt from ascending for the pilgrimage 
Festivals (Rashi). Alternatively, the term refers to those 
who are so frail they are not used to walking at all. Since 
they walk in a feeble manner, even were they to reach 
the Temple, their arrival would be deemed trampling on 
the sacred (Rambam; Siah Yitzhak). 


The uncircumcised as the ritually impure - boyd 
apa: The Gemara indicates that the uncircumcised are 
exempt from the mitzva of appearance because the Torah 
equates them with the ritually impure concerning the 
prohibition against eating sacred meat. Some commen- 
taries are puzzled by this claim, as there are several verses 
that explicitly state that the uncircumcised are prohibited 
from eating sacred food, e.g., the Paschal offering. If the 
explanation of the Gemara is accepted, these verses are 
superfluous, as this halakha can also be derived from that 
of the ritually impure. One answer is that there is a differ- 
ence between one who willfully remains uncircumcised 
and someone uncircumcised for health reasons, who 
cannot be compared to a ritually impure person (Tosafot). 
Others maintain that the Gemara here is not referring to 
the prohibition against eating sacred meat at all. Rather, 
an uncircumcised man is considered repulsive, like the 
ritually impure, and therefore he too is kept at a distance 
(Rambam; see Yevamot 72b, Nedarim 31a). 


When he reached this verse, will see, shall appear — 
IRP "TRP KIP read va 3: The commentaries are 
perplexed by the mention of the derivation of: “Will see,’ 
“shall appear,’ in this context, as it is apparently irrelevant 
to the topic at hand. Indeed, certain versions of the text 
state only: “Will see.” Some maintain that Rav Huna does 
not accept the idea that this verse comes to exclude 
one who does not have two eyes. Instead, he explains 
that just as God wants the Jewish people to ascend to 
see Him, so too He wants to see them (Petah Einayim). 
Others state similarly that Rav Huna learns from this verse 
only that the Jewish people are beloved by God to such 
an extent that He wants to see them and to be seen by 
them (Maharsha). 


HALAKHA 
The uncircumcised and the ritually impure with regard 
to the mitzva of appearance — 7X73 NADI Say: The 
uncircumcised and the ritually impure are exempt from 
the mitzva of appearance, as stated in the baraita (Ram- 
bam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 2:1). 
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a delicate’ man, who cannot walk without shoes. As it is written: 
“When you come to appear before Me, who has required this at 
your hand, to trample My courts?” (Isaiah 1:12). Entering the 
Temple with shoes is described by the prophet as trampling, and 
therefore one who cannot enter barefoot is exempt from the mitzva 
of appearance. 


It is taught: The uncircumcised and the ritually impure are 
exempt from the mitzva of appearance." The Gemara comments: 
Granted, a ritually impure person is exempt, as itis written: “And 
there you shall come” (Deuteronomy 12:5), followed by: “And 
there you shall bring” (Deuteronomy 12:6). The juxtaposition of 
these verses teaches: Anyone included in the mitzva of coming, 
i.e., anyone who may enter the Temple, is also included in the 
obligation of bringing offerings; and anyone not included in the 
mitzva of coming is not included in the obligation of bringing 
either. Since it is prohibited for a person who is ritually impure to 
enter the Temple, he is also exempt from the obligation to bring a 
burnt-offering of appearance. 


However, with regard to the uncircumcised, from where do we 
derive that he is exempt? The Gemara answers: In accordance with 
whose opinion is this baraita? It is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Akiva, who amplifies the halakha so that the uncircum- 
cised is included in the same category as the ritually impure." As 
it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Akiva says, with regard to the verse: 
“Any man [ish ish] of the seed of Aaron that is a leper or has an issue; 
he shall not eat of the sacred things” (Leviticus 22:4), the double 
use of the term: “Ish,” comes to include the uncircumcised. Like 
the ritually impure, the uncircumcised may neither eat sacrificial 
meat nor bring offerings to the Temple. 


The Sages taught: A ritually impure person is exempt from the 

mitzva of appearance, as it is written: “And there shall you come,” 
“and there you shall bring.” Anyone included in coming is also 

included in the obligation of bringing offerings; and anyone not 

included in coming is not included in the obligation of bringing 

either. 


Rabbi Yohanan ben Dehavai says in the name of Rabbi Yehuda: 
One who is blind in one of his eyes is exempt from the mitzva of 
appearance, as it is stated: “Three times a year all your males shall 
appear [yera’e] before the Lord God” (Exodus 23:17). Since there 
are no vowels in the text, this can be read as: All your males will 
see [yireh] the Lord God. This teaches that in the same manner 
that one comes to see, so he comes to be seen: Just as one comes 
to see with both his eyes, so too the obligation to be seen applies 
only to one who comes with both his eyes. Therefore, one who 
is blind in one eye is exempt from the mitzva of appearance in 
the Temple. 


The Gemara relates that when Rav Huna reached this verse, which 

can be read as: “Will see” [yireh] and “shall appear” [yera’e]," he 
cried. He said: Can it happen to a slave whose master expects to 
see him, that the master will eventually distance himself from him 
and not want him anymore? As it is written: “When you come to 
appear before Me, who has required this at your hand, to trample 
My courts?” (Isaiah 1:12). 


Similarly, when Rav Huna reached this verse, he cried: “And you 
shall sacrifice peace-offerings, and you shall eat there” (Deuter- 
onomy 27:7). Can it happen to a slave whose master expects him 
to eat at his table, that his master will eventually distance himself 
from him? As it is written: “To what purpose is the multitude of 
your offerings to Me? says the Lord” (Isaiah 1:11). 
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The Gemara similarly relates: When Rabbi Elazar reached this 
verse, he cried: “And his brethren could not answer him, for 
they were affrighted at his presence” (Genesis 45:3). He said, 
in explanation of his emotional reaction: If the rebuke of a man 
of flesh and blood was such that the brothers were unable to 
respond, when it comes to the rebuke of the Holy One, Blessed 
be He, all the more so." When Rabbi Elazar reached this verse, 
he cried: “And Samuel said to Saul: Why have you disquieted 
me, to bring me up” (1 Samuel 28:15)."® He said: If Samuel 
the righteous was afraid of judgment" when he was raised by 
necromancy, as he thought he was being summoned for a Divine 
judgment, all the more so that we should be afraid. 


The Gemara asks: In the case of Samuel, what is it that he feared? 
As it is written: “And the woman said to Saul, I see a godlike 


being coming up [olim] out of the earth” (1 Samuel 28:13). “Olim,” 


in the plural form, indicates that there were two of them. One 
of them was Samuel, but the other, who was he? The Gemara 
explains that Samuel went and brought Moses with him." He 
said to Moses: Perhaps, Heaven forbid, I was summoned for 
judgment by God; stand with me and testify on my behalf 
that there is nothing that you wrote in the Torah that I did 
not fulfill. 


When Rabbi Ami reached this verse, he cried: “Let him put his 
mouth in the dust, perhaps there may be hope” (Lamentations 
3:29). He said: A sinner suffers through all this punishment and 
only perhaps" there may be hope? When Rabbi Ami reached 
this verse, he cried: “Seek righteousness, seek humility; per- 


haps you shall be hidden on the day of the Lord’s anger” 


(Zephaniah 2:3). He said: All of this is expected of each indi- 
vidual, and only perhaps God's anger may be hidden? Likewise, 
when Rabbi Asi reached this verse, he cried: “Hate the evil, and 
love the good, and establish justice in the gate; perhaps the 
Lord, the God of hosts, will be gracious” (Amos 5:15). He said: 
All of this, and only perhaps? 


When Rav Yosef reached this verse, he cried: “But there are 
those swept away without justice” (Proverbs 13:23). He said: 
Is there one who goes before his time and dies for no reason? 
The Gemara answers: Yes, like this incident of Rav Beivai bar 
Abaye, who would be frequented by the company of the Angel 
of Death" and would see how people died at the hands of this 
angel. The Angel of Death said to his agent: Go and bring me, i.e., 
kill, Miriam the raiser, i.e., braider, of women’s hair. He went, 
but instead brought him Miriam, the raiser of babies. 


The Angel of Death said to him: I told you to bring Miriam, the 
raiser of women’s hair. His agent said to him: If so, return 
her to life. He said to him: Since you have already brought her, 
let her be counted" toward the number of deceased people. 
Apparently, this woman died unintentionally. Rav Beivai asked the 
agent: But as her time to die had not yet arrived, how were you 
able to kill her? The agent responded that he had the opportunity, 
as she was holding a shovel in her hand and with it she was 
lighting 


And Samuel said to Saul, Why have you disquieted me to 
bring me up — mise niba amine may KY bee naw vax: 
Although some early authorities maintain that magical powers 
do exist, other commentaries explain Samuel’s appearance 
after death as a miraculous event arranged by God rather 
than by the necromancy of the medium of En-Dor (Rav Hai 
Gaon; Rav Sa’adia Gaon). The purpose of this miracle was to 


BACKGROUND 
convey a specific message to Saul by the only means avail- 
able. In contrast, some claim that the medium of En-Dor was 
a woman experienced in deceptive methods who recognized 
Saul beneath his disguise and decided to provide him with 
a purported prophecy of destruction that would discour- 
age him, leading to his ultimate defeat and death (Midrash 
Shlomo). 


NOTES 
If the rebuke of flesh and blood was such, the rebuke of 


bb hatt the Torah does jot in ae secure that Joseph 
rebuked his brothers. Therefore, he explains this statement 
as follows: If Joseph's brothers, who merely feared the pos- 
sibility of rebuke, were unable to respond, all the more so 
when aman stands before God. However, others write that 
the midrash indicates that Joseph actually reprimanded his 
brothers (Riaf; lyyun Ya'akov). 


Disquieted me to bring me up - mix ibys samy: In the 
Jerusalem Talmud the verse is explained in two ways. The 
phrase “disquieted me” might indicate anger, i.e, Samuel 
is saying: Is it not enough that you transgressed the Torah, 
now you are also using me to commit the sin of resur- 
rection by means of necromancy? Alternatively, the term 


“disquieted” denotes fear, as in several other places (e.g., 


Deuteronomy 2:25). If so, Samuel is saying that he feared 
being resurrected. 


Was afraid of judgment — p77 pa KN TT: Some write 
that although Samuel did not believe ‘he was being called 
to the ultimate Day of Judgment, nevertheless, as this inci- 
dent occurred within a year of his death, he feared that he 
was perhaps being called to the court of heaven before 
arriving at his resting place in the Garden of Eden (Yeshuot 
Meshiho). 


And he brought Moses with him - mga ngo TONNI: 
Some explain that the phrase: “I see a godlike being [elohim] 
itself alludes to this explanation, as only Moses of all the 
prophets and righteous people is described by the Torah as 


“elohim” (Exodus 7:1). This term can mean a judge or leader, 


but is also a name of God. 


All this and only perhaps - one) NT soap: The commen- 
taries explain that the Sages cried because these verses 
describe the highest qualities of modesty and humility as 
well as other admirable qualities. If even one who possesses 
these is not guaranteed salvation, what will be the fate of 
others? (Maharsha). 


He would be frequented by the Angel of Death, etc. - 717 
31 maT qx% mPa maw: The commentaries explain that 
Rav Beivai was well versed in esoteric matters. They fur- 
ther suggest that this might have been a dream or a vision 
(geonim). This story teaches the important idea that some 
people die not as a result of their sins but simply due to cir- 
cumstances, or, in the terms of the Gemara, a mistake of the 
agent. However, God does not deprive anyone of his reward 
in the World-to-Come, and his suffering and untimely death 
are taken into account. Some suggest that the agent of the 
Angel of Death does not always act upon the will of God. 
Furthermore, sometimes one dies for a specific sin even if it 
is not one that normally renders him deserving of death by 
the hands of Heaven (Zohar, Parashat Vayera). 


Let her be counted — Koay np: Let her be counted 
only among the dead, not among those who were liable to 
receive the death penalty (Tosefot Rid). 
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NOTES 


| shepherd them - K3% and xpyTt: This cryptic 
idea is based on the verse: “Like sheep they are 
appointed for the netherworld; death shall be their 
shepherd; and the upright shall have dominion 
over them in the morning; and their form shall 
be for the netherworld to wear away, that there 
be no habitation for it” (Psalms 49:15). The verse 
depicts death as a shepherd for the souls until they 
arrive in the netherworld. Furthermore, the verse 
also alludes to the idea that Torah scholars who are 
willing to bear insults are granted extra years, as: 
“The upright shall have dominion over them” (Petah 
Einayim, citing Rabbi Yitzhak Luria). 


Others incite him and he is incited - b pon 
nI: Some commentaries note that according to 
the midrashic tradition that Job was one of Pha- 
raoh's advisors, he deserved to be punished, as he 
should have protested against Pharaoh's evil ways 
(Turei Aven). Even so, it is possible that the incite- 
ment mentioned here refers to the unnecessarily 
harsh manner of his punishment. Others say that 
this statement in is accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan (Bava Batra 16a) that Job lived 
in a later time period and was not guilty of sin (see 
lyyun Ya'akov). 
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and sweeping the oven. She took the fire and set it on her 
foot; she was scalded and her luck suffered, which gave me the 
opportunity, and I brought her. 


Rav Beivai bar Abaye said to the Angel of Death: Do you have the 
right to act in this manner, to take someone before his time? The 
Angel of Death said to him: And is it not written: “But there are 
those swept away without justice” (Proverbs 13:23)? Rav Beivai 
said to him: And isn’t it written: “One generation passes away, 
and another generation comes” (Ecclesiastes 1:4), which indicates 
that there is a predetermined amount of time for the life of every 
generation. 


He said to him: I shepherd them," not releasing them until the 
years of the generation are completed, and then I pass them on to 
the angel Duma who oversees the souls of the dead. Rav Beivai said 
to him: Ultimately, what do you do with his extra years, those 
taken away from this individual? The Angel of Death said to him: If 
there is a Torah scholar who disregards his personal matters, i.e., 
who overlooks the insults of those who wrong him, I add those years 
to him and he becomes the deceased’s replacement for that time. 


§) The Gemara returns to the previous topic. When Rabbi Yohanan 
reached this verse, he cried, as God said to the Satan about Job: 
“Although you did incite Me against him, to destroy him without 
cause” (Job 2:3). Rabbi Yohanan said: With regard to a slave whose 
master is one whom others incite to act harshly against the slave 
and the master is incited" to do so, is there a remedy for the slave? 
Additionally, when Rabbi Yohanan reached this verse, he cried: 
“Behold He puts no trust in His sacred ones” (Job 15:15), saying: 
If He does not place trust in His sacred ones, in whom does He 
place trust? 


The Gemara relates: One day Rabbi Yohanan was walking along 
the road, and he saw a certain man who was picking figs in an 
unusual manner: He left the ones that had reached the stage of 
ripeness and took those that had not yet reached that state. Rabbi 
Yohanan said to him: Aren’t these ripe ones much better? He said 
to him: I need these dates for the road; these that are not yet 
ripe will be preserved, and these that are already ripe will not be 
preserved. Rabbi Yohanan said: This is the same as is written: 
“Behold He puts no trust in His sacred ones”; there are righteous 
people whom God takes from this world before their time, as He 
knows that in the future they will stumble. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? But there was a certain student in the 

neighborhood of Rabbi Alexandri, and he died while he was still 

young. And Rabbi Alexandri said: If this young Sage had wanted, 
he would have lived, i.e., his actions caused him to die young. And 

if it is so, as Rabbi Yohanan suggested, perhaps this student was 

from those concerning whom it is written: “Behold he puts no trust 

in his sacred ones,” and it was not his sins that caused his death. The 

Gemara answers: That student was one who acted irreverently 
toward his teachers, and Rabbi Alexandri knew of his improper 
behavior. 


When Rabbi Yohanan reached this verse, he cried: “And I will 
come near to you to judgment; and I will be a swift witness 
against the sorcerers, and against the adulterers, and against false 
witnesses, and against those who oppress the hireling in his 
wages, the widow, and the fatherless, and who turn aside the convert 
from his right, and do not fear Me, says the Lord” (Malachi3:5). He 
said: With regard to a slave whose master comes near to him to 
judge him and is swift to testify against him, is there a remedy 
for him? 
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With regard to that same verse, Rabbi Yohanan ben Zakkai said: 

Woe to us, as the verse weighs lenient mitzvot for us like more 

stringent mitzvot, as it lists both those who violate sins punish- 
able by death, e.g., sorcerers and adulterers, with those who vio- 
late apparently less severe sins, e.g., those who withhold payment 

from a hired worker. 


Reish Lakish said: Anyone who distorts the judgment of a 
convert,” it is considered as if he distorted the judgment of 
the One above, as it is stated: “And who turn aside [umattei| 
the convert” (Malachi 3:5). This term is written as: Umatti," turn 
Me aside, i.e., one who distorts the judgment of a convert it 
considered as though he distorts the judgment of God, as it were. 
Rabbi Hanina bar Pappa said: Anyone who does something 
sinful and regrets it," he is forgiven immediately, as it is stated: 
“And do not fear Me” (Malachi 3:5), which indicates that if they 
do fear Me and are embarrassed to sin before God, they are 
forgiven immediately. 


Additionally, when Rabbi Yohanan reached this verse, he cried: 

“For God shall bring every work into the judgment concerning 
every hidden thing” (Ecclesiastes 12:14.). He said: With regard 
to a slave whose master weighs his unwitting sins like inten- 
tional ones," i.e., God punishes him even for an action that was 
hidden from him, is there a remedy for him? 


The Gemara asks: What sin is the verse referring to when it states: 

“Concerning every hidden thing”? Rav said: This is referring 
to one who kills a louse in the presence of another and his 
friend is disgusted by it. God judges him for the unintentional 
discomfort he caused. And similarly, Shmuel said: This is refer- 
ring to one who spits in the presence of another and his friend 
is disgusted by his action. 


The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the end of that verse: 

“Whether it be good, or whether it be evil” (Ecclesiastes 12:14)? 
This verse indicates that God judges man harshly even for the 
good deeds he performs. The Sages from the school of Rabbi 
Yannai say: This verse is referring to one who gives charity to a 
poor person in public." Although he performed a good deed, he 
embarrassed the pauper, as in this case of Rabbi Yannai, who 
saw a certain man who was giving a dinar to a poor person in 
public. He said to him: It would have been better had you not 
given it to him than what you did, as now you gave it to him and 
embarrassed him. 


NOTES 


Anyone who distorts the judgment of a convert — Twat bs 
aby i39: The same applies to one who distorts the j judgment 
of any Jew. However, one who distorts the judgment of a 
convert receives a harsher punishment. Furthermore, one is 
punished for distorting the judgment of a Jew only if he himsel 
actually performs the act, whereas in the case of a conver 
one is punished even if he indirectly causes a distortion in 
judgment (Turei Aven). 


It is written, Umatti - ana %21: Apparently, there is no specia 
exposition here from the manner in which the term is written, 
as both readings: Umatti and Umattei, are written the same 
way. Some explain that the term is read: Umattei, whereas it is 
written: Umatti (Rabbeinu Hananel; see Maharsha). Others note 
that the rest of the sinners listed in the verse are preceded by 
the letter bet, which means against. However, this prefix is miss- 
ing in the case of one who turns aside a convert, which indi- 
cates that it is as if he is exploiting God Himself (/yyei HaYam). 


Anyone who does something and regrets it — 131 myig 
ja vY: A similar statement appears in Berakhot (12b): One 
who commits an act of transgression and is ashamed of it, all of 


his transgressions are forgiven. Apparently, there is a difference 
between one who is ashamed by his sins and one who merely 
regrets his sins; in the former case, all of his transgressions are 
forgiven, and in the latter case, only that particular transgres- 
sion is forgiven (Dikdukei Soferim). 


Weighs his unwitting sins like intentional ones — b bpiw 
niina niw: This is puzzling; is it possible that God would 
judge man's unwitting sins as though they were intentional? 
One explanation is that Rabbi Yohanan does not mean that 
God equates the two; rather, the point is that God does not 
discount unwitting transgressions (Mesillat Yesharim). 


One who gives charity to a poor person in public — mian 
NDT pa nyd pty: The commentaries explain that this applies 
specifically to one who gives a small gift to the poor (Meiri). 
One version of the text supports this interpretation, as it reads: 
One who gives a peruta to the poor, an insignificant sum. Oth- 
ers explain that this refers to one who gives money to a poor 
person who did not request it, and therefore this public dona- 
tion is a source of embarrassment (Gilyonei Yoel). 
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The Sages from the school of Rabbi Sheila say: This verse is refer- 
ring to one who gives charity to a woman in private, as he subjects 
her to suspicion," for people might think that he is engaging her 
services as a prostitute. Rava said: This is referring to one who 
sends his wife meat that is not sliced, i.e., that has not yet had the 
prohibited sciatic nerve removed, on Shabbat eve. Since she is in a 
hurry she might not notice and will perhaps cook the prohibited 
meat. 


The Gemara asks: But yet Rava himself would send this type of meat 
to his wife on Shabbat eve. The Gemara answers: The daughter of 
Rav Hisda, Rava’s wife, is different, as he was certain about her 
that she was an expert in this matter. Rava trusted that his wife 
would realize the sciatic nerve had not been removed even when 
she was in a hurry on Shabbat eve. 


Additionally, when Rabbi Yohanan reached this verse, he cried: 
“Then it shall come to pass, when many evils and troubles are 
come upon them” (Deuteronomy 31:21). He said: With regard to a 
slave whose master brings upon him evils and troubles, is there 
a remedy for him? 


The Gemara asks: What is the verse referring to when it states: 


“Evils and troubles”? Rav said: Evils that become troubles for one 


another," i.e., the remedy for one problem has a deleterious effect 
on the other. For example, one who is stung by a hornet and a 
scorpion. The sting of a hornet must be treated only with a cold 
ointment, while that of a scorpion must be treated with a hot oint- 
ment. As these medicaments are mutually exclusive, one cannot 
treat both stings at the same time. 


And Shmuel said: This verse is referring to one who provides 
money to a poor person" as a loan during his exigent financial 
circumstances, but immediately after the borrower is released from 
the initial pressure by receiving the loan, the lender begins to 
demand repayment, subjecting the recipient to further pressure. 
Rava said that this explains the folk saying that people say: A dinar 
for produce is not found; for hanging it can be found. A poor 
person cannot find money to buy basic necessities; however, when 
the lenders hang on and pressure him he must come up with the 
money somehow. 


On the same topic the Gemara states: “Then My anger shall be 
kindled against them in that day, and I will forsake them, and I 
will hide My face from them, and they shall be devoured” (Deu- 
teronomy 31:17). Rav Bardela bar Tavyumei said that Rav said: 
Anyone who is not subject to His hiding of the face, i.e., whose 
prayers are invariably answered, is not from the Jewish people, as 
the verse states about the Jewish people that God will hide His face 
from them as a result of their sins. Similarly, anyone who is not 
subject to: “And they shall be devoured,” i.e., gentiles do not steal 
his money, 


NOTES 


Subjects her to suspicion - x1wn mp ay 13: Some commentar- 
ies ask why the Gemara is concerned only about suspicions concern- 
ing her and not him, as presumably he would be suspected of sin- 
ning as well (Turei Aven; Zekher LaHagiga). One answer is that as he 
gave the charity secretly, his identity remains unknown. In contrast, 
if a poor woman suddenly comes into possession of money, people 
will suspect her of earning it by immoral means (/yyei HaYam). 


Evils and troubles — niyy niyy: This idea, that the verse is refer- 
ring to evils that become troubles for one another, is derived from 
the unusual phrasing of the verse, as in Hebrew the term “many” 
appears between “evils and troubles.” This indicates that “troubles” 
is an adjective of “evils.” Rashi explains that “troubles” connotes 


proximity, i.e., one experiences many hardships without respite 
(see Tzlah). 


One who provides money to a poor person - nd niya b KYAT: 
The commentaries contrast this idea with a statement of the Sages 
that one who loans money to a poor person in his time of need is 
praiseworthy (Tosafot). One explanation is that sometimes when a 
poor person borrows money in his time of need he must provide 
a substantial collateral, which he would not need to do if he were 
more comfortable (Tosefot Rid). Others suggest that this refers to 
one who gives enough money so that the recipient no longer has 
the status of a poor person to whom it is required to give charity, 
while still leaving him in dire financial straits (Or Zarua; see Jerusalem 
Talmud, Pe'a, chapter 1). 
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is not from among them." The Sages said to Rava: Master, you 
are not subject to His hiding of the face, as your prayers are heard, 
and you are not subject to: “And they shall be devoured,’ as the 
authorities take nothing from you. He said to them: Do you 
know how many gifts I send in private to the house of King 
Shapur?” Although it might seem that the monarchy does not take 
anything from me, in actuality I am forced to give many bribes. 
Even so, the Sages looked upon Rava with suspicion. In the 
meantime, messengers from the house of King Shapur sent for 
him and imprisoned him to extort more money from him. Rava 
said: This is as it is taught in a baraita that Rabban Shimon ben 
Gamliel said: Wherever the Sages looked upon someone, it 
resulted in either death or poverty. 


With regard to the verse: “And I will hide my face in that day” 


(Deuteronomy 31:18), Rava said that the Holy One, Blessed 
be He, said: Even though I hid my face from them and My 
Divine Presence is not revealed, nevertheless: “I speak with 
him in a dream” (Numbers 12:6)." Rav Yosef said: His hand 
is outstretched, guarding over us, as it is stated: “And I have 
covered you in the shadow of my hand” (Isaiah 51:16). 


The Gemara relates: Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya’ was stand- 
ing in the house of the Caesar. A certain heretic, who was also 
present, gestured to him, indicating that his was the nation 
whose Master, God, turned His face away from it. Rabbi 
Yehoshua gestured to him that His hand is outstretched over us 
in protection. The Caesar said to Rabbi Yehoshua: What did he 
gesture to you, and how did you respond? He replied: He indi- 
cated that mine is the nation whose Master turned His face from 
it, and I gestured to him that His hand is outstretched over us. 


The members of the Caesar’s household said to that heretic: 
What did you gesture to him? He said to them: I gestured that 
his is the nation whose Master has turned His face from it. They 
asked: And what did he gesture to you? He said to them: I don’t 
know; I did not understand. They said: How cana man who does 
not know what others gesture to him dare to gesture in the 
presence of the king? They took him out and killed him. 


PERSONALITIES 


King Shapur — xan wiaw: King Shapur, or Shavor Malka, 
was the name of several Persian kings. The Gemara is appar- 
ently referring to the second King Shapur, who lived from 
303-380 CE, during the period of the third and fourth genera- 
tions of amora‘im in Babylonia. He was a zealous supporter of 
Zoroastrianism, a religion he tried to impose on the minorities 
under his rule, especially Christians. During his reign, the Jewish 
community suffered from taxes, levies, and various decrees. 
When the Persian army was stationed in the city of Mehoza, the 
local population, most of which was comprised of Jews, was 
obliged to maintain it. 


Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya — mN ja yim +37: Rabbi 
Yehoshua ben Hananya the Levite was one of the leading Sages 
in the generation after the destruction of the Second Temple. 
Earlier, Rabbi Yehoshua served as one of the Levite singers in 
the Temple. After its destruction, he was among the students 
who accompanied their teacher, Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai, 
to Yavne. Unlike his colleague Rabbi Eliezer, Rabbi Yehoshua 
entirely adhered to the opinion of his teacher and Beit Hillel. 

Rabbi Yehoshua was recognized by Jews and gentiles alike 
as a leading scholar not only in Torah matters but in general 
knowledge as well. He was renowned as an expert in science, 
from astronomy to zoology. Rabbi Yehoshua was unimpressive 
in appearance, and the Talmud quotes the Caesar's daughter 
as exclaiming that his brilliant knowledge was contained in 
an ugly vessel. 

Despite living a life of poverty working as a blacksmith, Rabbi 
Yehoshua was widely recognized as one of the leading religious 
authorities. Although he disagreed with many of Rabban Gam- 
liel's rulings, he accepted the authority of the Nasi. Ultimately, he 
was appointed leader of the Sages after Rabban Gamliel’s death. 


Bas-relief sculpture depicting the triumph of King Shapur over the Roman emperor 
Valerian 


NOTES 

Is not from them - oii ivg: These statements teach that 
one should not question the ways of God, as the current 
era, since the destruction of the Temple, is one in which 
God's face is hidden (Meiri). Some commentaries write that 
God acts in this manner out of love for the Jewish people 
by exacting punishment for their sins a little at a time, and 
not leaving it all for the Day of Judgment, after which no 
urther atonement is possible (Turei Aven). 


| speak with him ina dream - i2321% obna: Some explain 
hat there is a state of revelation in which God approaches 
man face to face, which starkly contrasts with the current 
situation in which He hides and does not reveal Himself to 
he world at all. Rava teaches that even so, a minor form 
of revelation is possible even nowadays through dreams. 
Similarly, the Gemara in tractate Berakhot (55b) teaches 
hat some dreams are a minor prophecy (Otzar HaKavod). 
Alternatively, Rav Yosef considers God's hiding of His face as 
part of the punishment of exile, and he adds that neverthe- 
ess God still protects the Jewish people (see Maharsha). 


ATN: HAGIGA: PEREKI:5B 225 


This file may not 


NOTES 
He heard a child, etc. - 15) xp TYDY: But is it pos- 
sible that Rabbi Ila was unfamiliar with this verse until 
he heard it from a child? Some suggest that the child 
read the verse with a slight error, which accentuated this 
particular interpretation. Specifically, he read siho, which 
clearly refers to speech, rather than “seiho,’ which bears 
other meanings, e.g., actions (see Ibn Ezra on Amos 4:13; 
see also Riaf and /yyun Ya'akov). 


For your pride [geva] - 73 2572: Geva is explained as a 
form of ga‘ava, pride, i.e., God cries over the degradation 
of the exalted. The two explanations mentioned in the 
Gemara are similar to one another, as God Himself is 
the pride of the Jewish people (see Deuteronomy 33:29; 
Psalms 89:18), while the fall of the Jewish people is con- 
sidered the degradation of the glory of the heavens (see 
Otzar HaKavod; Maharsha). 


This is referring to the outer chambers — *% 73 1023 X71: 
Rashi explains that that God cries in the innermost cham- 
bers, whereas He does not cry in the outer chambers. 
Some commentaries suggest the opposite explanation, 
apparently based on a textual variant (Rabbeinu Hananel). 
According to this interpretation, there is always strength 
and gladness in God's inner chambers, whereas in the 
outer chambers He cries. Many commentaries under- 
stand similarly, that in the inner presence of God there is 
no sadness at all, as crying always relates to the external 
reality of the world. 
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HALAKHA 


Frivolous speech - nym aww: A man should not act frivo- 
lously with his wife and should not defile his mouth with idle 
talk, even in private conversations between the two of them. 
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The Gemara relates: When Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya was 
dying, the Sages said to him: What will become of us, from the 
threat of the heretics, when there is no scholar like you who can 
refute them? He said to them that the verse states: “Is wisdom no 
more in Teiman? Has counsel perished from the prudent? Has 
their wisdom vanished?” (Jeremiah 49:7). He explained: Since 
counsel has perished from the prudent, from the Jewish people, 
the wisdom ofthe nations of the world has vanished as well, and 
there will be no superior scholars among them. 


And if you wish, say instead that the same idea can be derived 
from here: “And he said: Let us take our journey, and let us 
go, and I will go corresponding to you” (Genesis 33:12). Just 
as the Jewish people rise and fall, so too, the nations of the 
world simultaneously rise and fall, and they will never have an 
advantage. 


The Gemara relates that Rabbi Ila was ascending the stairs in 
the house of Rabba bar Sheila, a children’s teacher. He heard a 
child" who was reading a verse out loud: “For, lo, He Who forms 
the mountains, and creates the wind, and declares to man what 
is his speech” (Amos 4:13). Rabbi Ila said: With regard to a ser- 
vant whose master declares to him what is his proper speech, is 
there a remedy for him? The Gemara asks. What is the meaning 
of the phrase: “What is his speech”? Rav said: Even frivolous 
speech" that is between a man and his wife before engaging in 
relations is declared to a person at the time of death, and he will 
have to account for it. 


The Gemara asks: Is that so? Is it prohibited for a man to speak in 
this manner with his wife? Wasn’t Rav Kahana lying beneath 
Rav’s bed, and he heard Rav chatting and laughing with his wife, 
and performing his needs, i.e., having relations with her. Rav 
Kahana said out loud: The mouth of Rav is like one who has 
never eaten a cooked dish, i.e., his behavior is lustful. Rav said 
to him: Kahana, leave, as this is not proper conduct. This shows 
that Rav himself engaged in frivolous talk before relations. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. Here, where this type 
of speech is permitted, it is referring to a situation where he 
must appease his wife before relations, and therefore this speech 
is appropriate. However, this statement, that it is prohibited, is 
referring to a situation where he doesn’t need to appease her. 
In these circumstances, it is prohibited to engage in excessively 
lighthearted chatter with one’s wife. 


The verse states: “But if you will not hear it, my soul shall 
weep in secret [bemistarim] for your pride” (Jeremiah 13:17). 
Rav Shmuel bar Inya said in the name of Rav: The Holy 
One, Blessed be He, has a place where He cries, and its name 
is Mistarim. What is the meaning of “for your pride”?" Rav 
Shmuel bar Yitzhak said: God cries due to the pride of the 
Jewish people, which was taken from them and given to the 
gentile nations. Rav Shmuel bar Nahmani said: He cries due 
to the pride of the kingdom of Heaven, which was removed 
from the world. 


The Gemara asks: But is there crying before the Holy One, 
Blessed be He? Didn’t Rav Pappa say: There is no sadness 

before the Holy One, Blessed be He, as it is stated: “Honor and 

majesty are before Him; strength and gladness are in His place” 
(1 Chronicles 16:27)? The Gemara responds: This is not difficult. 
This statement, that God cries, is referring to the innermost 

chambers, where He can cry in secret, whereas this statement, 
that He does not cry, is referring to the outer chambers." 


Furthermore, he should not speak of other matters with her 
while engaged in marital relations. However, it is permitted 
to talk with her about issues related to intercourse. If they 


had quarreled beforehand, he may converse with her so as to 
appease her, as indicated by both the baraita and Rav's behavior 
(Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 25:2). 
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The Gemara asks: And doesn’t God cry in the outer cham- 
bers? Isn’t it written: “And on that day the Lord, the God 
of hosts, called to weeping, and to mourning, and to bald- 
ness, and to girding with sackcloth” (Isaiah 22:12)? The 
Gemara responds: The destruction of the Temple is differ- 
ent, as even the angels of peace cried, as it is stated: “Behold, 
their valiant ones cry without; the angels of peace weep 
bitterly” (Isaiah 33:7). 


The verse continues: “And my eye shall weep sore, and 
run down with tears, because the Lord’s flock is carried 
away captive” (Jeremiah 13:17). Rabbi Elazar said: Why 
these three references to tears in the verse? One is for the 
First Temple; one is for the Second Temple; and one is for 
the Jewish people who were exiled from their place. And 
there are those who say: The last one is for the unavoidable 
dereliction of the study of Torah in the wake of the exile. 


The Gemara asks: Granted, according to the one who said 
that the last tear is for the Jewish people who were exiled, 
this is as it is written: “Because the Lord’s flock is carried 
away captive.” However, according to the one who said that 
this tear is for the dereliction of the study of Torah, what is 
the meaning of: “Because the Lord’s flock is carried away 
captive”? The Gemara answers: Since the Jewish people 
were exiled from their place, there is no greater involuntary 
dereliction of the study of Torah than that which was caused 
by this. 


The Sages taught that there are three types of people 
for whom the Holy One, Blessed be He, cries" every day: 
For one who is able to engage in Torah study and does not 
engage in it; and for one who is unable to engage in Torah 
study and nevertheless he endeavors and engages in it; and 
for a leader who lords over the community. 


The Gemara relates: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi was holding the 
book of Lamentations and was reading from it. When he 
reached the verse: “He has cast down from heaven to earth 
the beauty of Israel” (Lamentations 2:1), in his distress the 
book fell from his hand. He said: From a high roofto a deep 
pit, i.e. it is terrible to tumble from the sky to the ground. 


§ The Gemara relates: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and Rabbi 
Hiyya were walking along the road. When they arrived at a 
certain city, they said: Is there a Torah scholar here whom 
we can go and greet? The people of the city said: There is a 
Torah scholar here but he is blind. Rabbi Hiyya said to 
Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: You sit here; do not demean your 
dignified status as Nasi to visit someone beneath your stature. 
I will go and greet him. 


NOTES 


Three for whom the Holy One, Blessed be He, cries — nw 
why maja KIT ma WITH: The reason for this crying is unclear. 
Be ‘explanation i is that God decrees one's life path from the 
outset, whether he will be wealthy or poor, of a lowly or high 
status. Occasionally, it is decreed that a certain individual will be 
rich and therefore will have ample time to study Torah. However, 
he fails to utilize this opportunity. Conversely, if one is decreed 
for financial struggles there is no expectation that he will have 
time for Torah study, and yet some manage to do so regardless. 
The same applies to one who was granted a position of great- 
ness that he uses improperly. In all these cases, God cries over 

the decree (Mishhat Aharon). 


For one who is unable to engage in Torah study...and 
engages in it - poiyy mina pipy) 1b wor xw dy: Why does 
God cry over this individual? He should rejoice over him (see 
Maharsha). Some explain that God does not cry for him, but 
for those who had the ability to support him and failed to do 
so (Gilyonei Yoel). Alternatively, this does not refer to one who 
is unable to study due to financial difficulties but to one who is 
hampered by intellectual deficiencies. He strives to learn on a 
level beyond his ability but is unable to understand his studies 
(Zekher LaHagiga). 
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Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi grabbed him and went with him any- 
way, and together they greeted the blind scholar. When they 
were leaving him, he said to them: You greeted one who is 
seen and does not see; may you be worthy to greet the One 
Who sees and is not seen. Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi said to 
Rabbi Hiyya: Now, if I had listened to you and not gone to 
greet him, you would have prevented me from receiving this 
blessing. 


They said to the blind scholar: From whom did you hear" 
that we are worthy of this blessing? He said to them: I heard 
it from the instruction of Rabbi Ya’akov, as Rabbi Ya’akov 
of the village of Hitiyya would greet his teacher every day. 
When Rabbi Yaakov grew elderly, his teacher said to him: 
Do not despair, my Master, that my Master is unable to 
make the effort to greet me. It is better that you should not 
visit me. 


Rabbi Ya’akov said to him: Is it a minor matter, that which is 
written about the Sages: “That he should still live always, 
that he should not see the pit. For he sees that wise men die” 
(Psalms 49:10-11)? In this regard an a fortiori reference applies: 
Just as one who sees Sages in their death will live, all the 
more so one who sees them in their lifetime. From here the 
blind scholar learned the importance of greeting Torah schol- 
ars, which is why he blessed the Sages who came to greet him. 


The Gemara relates: Rav Idi, father of Rabbi Ya’akov bar Idi, 
would regularly travel three months on the road to reach the 

study hall and as he would immediately travel back again to 

arrive home for the festival of Sukkot, he spent only one day 
in the school of Rav. And the Sages would disparagingly call 

him: A student of Torah for one day. He was offended and 

read the following verse about himself: “I am as one that is 

a laughingstock to his neighbor, a man who calls upon God, 
and He answers him” (Job 12:4). Rabbi Yohanan said to him: 

Please do not punish the Sages, i.e., do not take offense and 

be harsh with them, as this will cause them to be punished by 
God. 


Rabbi Yohanan left Rav Idi and went to the study hall and 
taught: “Yet they seek Me daily, and delight to know My 
ways” (Isaiah 58:2). But is it possible that only during the day 
they seek Him and at night they do not seek Him? What is 
the meaning of daily? Rather, this verse comes to say to you 
that with regard to anyone who engages in Torah study even 
one day a year, the verse ascribes him credit as though he 
engaged in Torah study the entire year. 


And the same applies to the attribute of punishment, as it is 
written: “After the number of the days in which you spied 
out the land, even forty days, for every day a year, shall you 
bear your iniquities” (Numbers 14:34). But did they sin for 
forty years? Didn’t they sin for only forty days? Rather, this 
comes to say to you that anyone who transgresses a sin even 
one day a year, the verse ascribes him liability as though he 
transgressed the entire year. 


§ The mishna taught: Who is a minor who is exempt from 
the mitzva of appearance in the Temple? Any child who is 
unable to ride on his father’s shoulders and ascend from 
Jerusalem to the Temple Mount. Rabbi Zeira strongly 
objects to this: 


NOTES 


From whom did you hear - ae KYW pea: One version Soferim). The story is much simpler according to this ver- 
of the text cites this question in the singular form, i.e Rabbi sion, which resolves several of the difficulties raised by the 
Hiyya asked Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi where he learned the commentaries. 

importance of the mitzva to greet a Torah scholar (Dikdukei 
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Who brought him to here, all the way to Jerusalem? If the father 
could bring his child to Jerusalem, why can’t he bring him to the 
Temple Mount? 


Abaye said to him: With regard to the way to here, as his 
mother is also obligated in rejoicing™ on the Festival, his 
mother brought him when she herself ascended to the capital. 
From this point forward, if he is able to ascend and hold his 
father’s hand from Jerusalem to the Temple Mount," he is 
obligated, and if not, he is exempt. 


It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi responded 
in place of Beit Hillel, that according to the statement of 
Beit Shammai that a child who is unable to ride on his father’s 
shoulders is not obligated in the mitzva of appearance, they must 
explain a verse that deals with Hanna, Samuel's mother: “But 
Hanna did not ascend, for she said to her husband: Until the 
child is weaned, when I will bring him” (1 Samuel 1:22). But 
Samuel was able to ride on his father’s shoulders. The age of 
weaning is twenty-four months, before which Samuel was already 
old enough to ride on his father’s shoulders, and yet he was 
not ready to ascend to the Tabernacle. This shows that only a 
child who is able to walk on his own is obligated in the mitzva of 
appearance. 


Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s father said to him: According to your 
reasoning, ask about Hanna herself: Wasn’t she obligated 
in rejoicing? Why didn’t she travel to the Tabernacle to fulfill 
a mitzva in which she herself was obligated? Rather, Hanna 
saw in Samuel the need for extra pampering, and she was 
concerned about Samuel lest he experience weakness from the 
journey. Since she was unable to bring him, she herself did not 
come. 


Rabbi Shimon raises a dilemma: With regard to a minor who 
is lame and yet he is able to ascend on his father’s shoulders, 
according to the statement of Beit Shammai, and likewise a 
minor who is blind but is able to hold his father’s hand and 
ascend, according to the statements of both Beit Shammai and 
Beit Hillel, what is the halakha? Are these children obligated in 
the mitzva of appearance? 


The Gemara inquires: What are the circumstances of this case? 
If we say that it is referring to a lame minor who cannot be 
healed, and a blind child who cannot develop sight, what is the 
dilemma? Now, ifan adult in this state is exempt, is it necessary 
to ask about a minor? Since this minor will never be obligated in 
the mitzva, even when he is an adult, there is no need to train him 
in its performance. The Gemara explains: No; it is necessary to 
ask with regard to a lame minor who can be healed and a blind 
minor who can develop sight. What is the halakha? Since the 
minor might eventually be obligated, is it necessary to train him 
at this point? 


HALAKHA 


As his mother is obligated in rejoicing — mY KIN 
mamawa: One of the mitzvot of the pilgrimage Festivals 
is to sacrifice regular peace-offerings, in addition to the 
Festival peace-offerings. These regular offerings are called 
the peace-offerings of rejoicing, and women are also obli- 
gated in this mitzva. Some maintain that women are not 
obligated to bring this offering at all; rather, they need only 
fulfill the mitzva to rejoice, i.e., when a woman ascends with 


her husband to the Temple, he must enable her to rejoice 
(Ra‘avad). There is a dispute with regard to the opinion of the 
Rambam, as some (Lehem Mishne) say he rules that women 
are obligated to bring the offering, whereas others (Kesef 
Mishne) maintain that according to the opinion of the Ram- 
bam women fulfill the mitzva by means of their husbands’ 
peace-offerings of rejoicing (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Hagiga 1:1). 
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NOTES 

As his mother is obligated in rejoicing — PYY KIYAT 
mngwa: The obligation of women in the mitzva of rejoicing 
on the Festival is derived from the verse: "And you shall rejoice, 
you, and your household” (Deuteronomy 14:26). However, the 
manner of the fulfillment of this mitzva in practice is unclear. 
Rashi says that this mitzva is not related to the offerings; rather, 
husbands must ensure that their wives rejoice on the Festi- 
val. Naturally, women should be with their husbands on the 
Festival so that they can enable them to rejoice. Some com- 
mentaries indicate that the mitzva is for women to participate 
in the Festival peace-offerings (Tosafot). However, even Tosafot 
agree that the obligation to bring the offerings does not apply 
to women themselves. Rather, their husbands must bring these 
offerings and thereby cause their wives to rejoice. Yet others 
maintain that women are personally obligated to bring the 
Festival peace-offering, and they must ascend to the Temple 
for that reason (see HALAKHA). 


© 


To ascend. ..from Jerusalem to the Temple Mount — my 
man nab Dwm: In the Jerusalem Talmud a question is raised 
concerning the distance one must be able to walk for him to be 
obligated to ascend to the Temple. Is it measured from the city 
wall or from some other spot? The conclusion of the Gemara 
there is that the measurement is from the Siloam pool, i.e., one 
who is able to walk from the Siloam pool to the Temple Mount 
is obligated in the mitzva of appearance. 


Rabbi Shimon raises a dilemma, etc. — ^3) jiyan 127 ya: A 
similar problem is cited in the Jerusalem Talmud with regard 
o a deaf minor, although there the dilemma is attributed to an 
amora. The Gemara there asks how it can even be suggested 
hat a minor might be obligated in a mitzva from which an 
adult is exempt. The answer given is that the verse from which 
he obligation of minors is derived: “All your males” (Exodus 
23:17), is unrelated to the verse that serves as the source for the 
halakha that certain people are exempt from the obligation 
o ascend to the Temple. Therefore, it is possible that these 
exemptions do not apply to minors. 
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NOTES 


Anywhere that an adult is exempt, etc. - Diny KDI bs 
"131 Vwa: Some commentaries cite this statement as proof 
of the following broad claim: Due to the fact that the mitzva 
to train children in the performance of mitzvot applies by 
rabbinic law, it does not include mitzvot that are themselves 
obligatory by rabbinic law, as that would be combining two 
rabbinic laws. Although the practice is to train minors in 
certain mitzvot that apply by rabbinic law, e.g., Hanukkah 
and the recitation of blessings, there is a specific reason in 
each of those cases. Others explain that a special halakha 
applies to this case, as the Sages did not require one to train 
a child who has a condition that would render even an adult 
exempt (see Birkei Yosef and Yad David). 


We find with regard to the festival of Assembly, etc. - 
^D MYA wea: On other Festivals the additional offerings 
consist solely. of burnt-offerings, while no communal 
peace-offerings are brought at all. Why, then, didn’t the 
Gemara cite these cases as evidence that the burnt-offering 
is superior? The commentaries explain that when no peace- 
offering is sacrificed at all there is no room for comparison. 
The only way to determine whether the burnt-offering is 
superior to the peace-offering is by a direct comparison 
between the two when both types of offerings are brought, 
and both are sacrificed only on Shavuot (Turei Aven). 


Existed before the speech - 127 nob maw»: Rashi and 
others explain that the phrase: Before the speech, means 
before the giving of the Torah. Others explain that it means 
before God spoke to Moses from the Tent of Meeting 
(Tosefot Rid). According to this explanation, the Gemara is 
far more straightforward. 


On the contrary, the Festival peace-offering is superior — 
KDY TAM ATI: It is generally assumed that the burnt- 
offering is the most important offering, as it is entirely burnt. 
If so, it is unclear how it can be suggested that the Festival 

peace-offering is superior. Some commentaries explain that 
the Gemara is not asking which offering has a more sacred 

status, as that is certainly the burnt-offering. Rather, the 

issue is how much money must be spent on each of these 

offerings. Since the peace-offering is consumed by the 

owner as well, it is possible that it is appropriate to spend 

more on it (Sefat Emet). 


HALAKHA 


Anywhere that an adult is exempt — 1103 Diny KDI bs: 
With regard to a minor who is lame, deaf, or blind, even if 
he could potentially be healed his father is not obligated 
to bring him to the Temple in order to fulfill the mitzva to 
train him. The reason is that in any case where an adult is 
exempt by Torah law, one is exempt by rabbinic law from 
training a minor who has the same condition. This halakha 
is in accordance with the opinion of Abaye (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 2:3). 
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Abaye said: Anywhere that an adult is obligated by Torah 
law, one must also train a minor in that state of health by 
rabbinic law. Anywhere that an adult is exempt" by Torah 
law, a minor in that same state is also exempt by rabbinic law. 
Since in this current condition an adult would be exempt, 
there is no obligation to train this minor either, despite the 
fact that he might become obligated in the future. 


§ The mishna taught that Beit Shammai say: The burnt- 
offering of appearance, brought by a pilgrim when he appears 
at the Temple on a Festival, must be worth at least two silver 
coins, and the Festival peace-offering must be worth at least 
one silver ma'a coin. And Beit Hillel say: The burnt-offering 
of appearance must be worth at least one silver ma'a and the 
Festival peace-offering at least two silver coins. 


The Sages taught in a baraita that Beit Shammai say: The 
burnt-offering of appearance must be worth two silver coins, 
and the Festival peace-offering need be worth only one silver 
ma ‘a. The reason the burnt-offering must be worth more is 
that the burnt-offering of appearance goes up entirely to 
God, which is not so with regard to the Festival peace- 
offering, as parts of a peace-offering are eaten by its owner 
while other portions are consumed by the priests. And fur- 
thermore, another reason for this difference is that we find 
with regard to the festival of Assembly," i.e., Shavuot, that the 
verse includes more burnt-offerings than peace-offerings. 
The sacrificial requirement consists of one bull, two rams, 
and seven sheep as burnt-offerings, but only two sheep for 
peace-offerings. 


And Beit Hillel say: The burnt-offering of appearance must 
be worth one silver ma'a and the Festival peace-offering 
must be worth two silver coins. The reason for this difference 
is that the Festival peace-offering existed before the speech" 
of God, i.e., before the giving of the Torah on Mount Sinai, 
which is not so with regard to the mitzva of appearance. 
And furthermore, another reason is that we find with regard 
to the offerings of the princes during the dedication of the 
Tabernacle that the verse includes more peace-offerings than 
burnt-offerings. Each prince brought one cow, a ram, and a 
sheep as burnt-offerings, but two cows, two rams, five goats, 
and five sheep as peace- offerings. 


The Gemara asks: And Beit Hillel, what is the reason that 
they do not say in accordance with the opinion of Beit 
Shammai? Beit Hillel would respond to both claims of 
Beit Shammai. With regard to that which you said, that the 
burnt-offering of appearance is superior because it goes up 
entirely to God, on the contrary, the Festival peace-offering 
is superior," as it has two consumptions, by God on the altar 
and by people. And with regard to that which you said that 
we derive this halakha from the festival of Assembly, i.e., 
Shavuot, one could argue instead that one should derive 
the halakhot of the offering of an individual from another 
offering of an individual, i.e., the princes; and one does not 
derive the halakhot of the offering of an individual from 
the communal offering of Shavuot. 


The Gemaraasks the reverse question: And what is the reason 
that Beit Shammai do not say in accordance with the opin- 
ion of Beit Hillel? Beit Shammai would respond to the argu- 
ments of Beit Hillel: With regard to that which you said, that 
the Festival peace-offering is superior, as it existed before 
the speech of God, the burnt-offering of appearance also 
existed before the speech. According to the opinion of 
Beit Shammai, the Jewish people sacrificed burnt-offerings 
at Mount Sinai before the giving of the Torah. 
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And with regard to that which you said, that one derives the 
halakhot of these offerings from the offerings of the princes, one 
could argue that one derives the halakhot of a matter that is 
performed in all generations, i.e., the value of the different 
Festival offerings, from another matter that is performed in all 
generations, i.e., the offerings brought on Shavuot. However, 
one does not derive the halakhot of a matter that is performed 
in all generations from a matter that is not performed in all 
generations, as the offerings of the princes was a specific mitzva 
for the Tabernacle in the wilderness. 


The Gemara asks: And according to the opinion of Beit Hillel, 
what is different about the Festival peace-offering, that it existed 
before the speech of God, as it is written: “And they sacrificed 
peace-offerings" of bulls to the Lord” (Exodus 24:5)? The burnt- 
offering of appearance is also mentioned, as isn’t it written in the 
same verse: “And they sacrificed burnt-offerings”? 


The Gemara responds: Beit Hillel hold that the burnt-offering 
that the Jewish people sacrificed in the desert at Mount Sinai 
was the daily burnt-offering,“® which is a communal offering, 
as there were no individual burnt-offerings before the giving of 
the Torah. And Beit Shammai hold that the burnt-offering that 
the Jewish people sacrificed in the desert at Mount Sinai was a 
burnt-offering of appearance, which is an individual offering. 


Abaye said: Beit Shammai, Rabbi Elazar, and Rabbi Yishmael 
all hold that the burnt-offering that the Jewish people sacrificed 
in the desert at Mount Sinai was a burnt-offering of appearance. 
And Beit Hillel, Rabbi Akiva, and Rabbi Yosei HaGelili all 
hold that the burnt-offering that the Jewish people sacrificed 
in the desert at Mount Sinai was a daily burnt-offering, not an 
individual offering. 


The Gemara explains the source for each opinion. Beit Shammai 
is that which we said. Rabbi Yishmael, as it is taught in a baraita 
that Rabbi Yishmael says: General statements were said at Sinai, 
i.e., Moses received general mitzvot at Sinai, including the Ten 
Commandments. 


And the details of the mitzvot, e.g., the particulars of the sacrificial 
process, were said to Moses at a later time in the Tent of Meeting. 
And Rabbi Akiva says: Both general statements and the details 
of mitzvot were said at Sinai and later repeated in the Tent of 
Meeting, and reiterated a third time by Moses to the Jewish 
people in the plains of Moab, as recorded in the book of Deuter- 
onomy. And if it enters your mind to say that Rabbi Yishmael 
holds that the burnt-offering that the Jewish people sacrificed 
in the desert at Mount Sinai was the daily burnt-offering, rather 
than the burnt-offering of an individual, the following question 
arises: 


Is there any offering that initially did not require skinning" and 
cutting into pieces, as these details of the daily burnt-offering 
were transmitted later in the Tent of Meeting, and ultimately, 
when these details were added, the offering required skinning 
and cutting? It is not plausible that the details of a mitzva would 
change over time. Therefore, it is clear that according to the 
opinion of Rabbi Yishmael the Jews did not sacrifice the daily 
burnt-offering before the giving of the Torah, which means that 
the burnt-offering sacrificed at Mount Sinai must have been a 
burnt-offering of appearance. 


NOTES 

And they sacrificed peace-offerings - wna 1m") 
oyw: The connection between these offerings and 
the Festival peace-offering is explained in the Jerusa- 
lem Talmud: It is with regard to these, i.e., the Festival 
peace-offerings, that the verse states: “Let My people 
go, that they may hold a Festival for Me in the wilder- 
ness” (Exodus 5:1). 


Was the daily burnt-offering — x13 PAA nbiy: 
Although this episode occurred before the giving of 
the Torah, when the daily burnt-offering was presum- 
ably commanded, it is possible that this mitzva was 
among those given at Mara even before the giving of 
the Torah (Meiri). 


BACKGROUND 
Daily burnt-offering - "yan nbiy: This refers to the 
daily offering of two lambs, one in the morning and 
one in the afternoon, sacrificed each day in the Temple 
(see Numbers 28:1-8). 


NOTES 

That initially did not require skinning - xb xpynt 
vwa va: Burnt-offerings did not require skinning or 
cutting into pieces before the giving of the Torah, as 
he details of the burnt-offering are presented as novel 
halakhot in Leviticus. No such requirements pertained 
o the burnt-offerings brought by the descendants of 
oah either before the Torah was given or afterward. 
any sources, such as the Jerusalem Talmud (Megilla 
1:11), cite support for this claim from this verse: “Sacri- 
ficed burnt-offerings and sacrificed peace-offerings 
shelamim]" (Exodus 24:5). They read the last word 
as: Complete [sheleimim], which indicates that these 
burnt-offerings were neither skinned nor cut into 
pieces. 
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NOTES 

The tribe of Levi, etc. - 15) mb by juaw: Some com- 
mentaries maintain that the Jewish people was partially 
excommunicated after the sin of the Golden Calf, and only 
he tribe of Levi, which did not sin, brought offerings in the 
Tabernacle (Rashi here and on Yevamot 72a). Others con- 
end that it was not prohibited for the rest of the Jewish 
people to bring offerings due to their excommunication; 
however, as they were chastened before God it was inap- 
propriate for them to do so (Turei Aven). Some explain that 
he Jewish people were barred from sacrificing offerings 
not because of the sin of the Golden Calf, for which they 
were forgiven after the building of the Tabernacle, but due 
othe sin of the spies (Tosafot on Yevamot 72a). Others say 
hat for practical reasons they were unable to sacrifice 
offerings in the desert (Ibn Ezra on Amos 5:25). 


There is an element of the peace-offering of rejoicing, 
etc. — 131 nmaga wr: The commentaries cite another dif- 
ference mentioned in the Tosefta: The peace-offering of 
rejoicing is brought every day of the seven-day Festival, 
whereas the other two offerings are brought only once 
(Tosafot). Some say that this difference is not mentioned 
because it does not apply to Shavuot, which lasts only 
one day (Sefat Emet). In the Jerusalem Talmud additional 
differences between the peace-offering of rejoicing and 
the other two offerings are discussed. For example, one 
can fulfill the obligation to bring the peace-offering of 
rejoicing both with his own money and with the money 
of another, and one can fulfill this mitzva even with non- 
sacred meat, according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehoshua 
ben Levi. 


As the Festival peace-offering existed before the 
speech - 12°37 nab AW? TYAN: It is noted in the Jeru- 
salem Talmud that the Festival peace-offering is brought 
when one ascends to the Temple, which was clearly not 
possible before the giving of the Torah, as the Jewish peo- 
ple had not yet been commanded about the pilgrimage 
Festivals. Nevertheless, the term Festival [hagiga] appears 
even before the giving of the Torah: “That they may hold a 
Festival [veyahogu] for Me in the wilderness” (Exodus 5:1). 


HALAKHA 


Three mitzvot of the pilgrimage Festival - mya vow 
bya: The Jewish people were commanded to perform 
three mitzvot upon their ascent to the Temple for the 
pilgrimage Festivals: The burnt-offering of appearance, 
the Festival peace-offering, and the peace-offering of 
rejoicing, in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 1:1). 
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The Gemara cites the source for the opinion of Rabbi Elazar. As 
it is taught in a baraita: “It is a daily burnt-offering, which was 
performed on Mount Sinai” (Numbers 28:6). Rabbi Elazar says: 
The details of its performance were said at Sinai, but it itself was 
not sacrificed until the Tabernacle was erected. This indicates 
that the offering brought on Mount Sinai was a burnt-offering of 
appearance. 


Rabbi Akiva says: It was sacrificed when they stood at Mount 
Sinai and its sacrifice never ceased. The Gemara asks: But if so, 
how do I uphold, i.e., how does Rabbi Akiva explain the following 
verse: “Did you bring to Me sacrifices and offerings for forty 
years in the wilderness, house of Israel?” (Amos 5:25). This verse 
indicates that they did not sacrifice these offerings. 


The Gemara answers: The tribe of Levi," which did not commit 
the sin of idol worship, sacrificed it from their own funds. Since 
the rest of the Jewish people did not contribute the funds for the 
daily burnt-offering, it is as though they did not sacrifice this 
offering. This concludes the list of sources of the opinions of those 
Sages who hold that the daily burnt-offering was not sacrificed at 
Mount Sinai, and the offering that was sacrificed there was a 
burnt-offering of appearance. 


The Gemara cites the sources for the opinions that the daily burnt- 
offering was sacrificed at Mount Sinai. Beit Hillel: That which 
we said. Rabbi Akiva: Also that which we said, in the aforemen- 
tioned dispute with Rabbi Elazar. Rabbi Yosei HaGelili: As it is 
taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei HaGelili says: The Jewish 
people were commanded to perform three mitzvot when they 
ascended to the Temple for the pilgrimage Festivals: The burnt- 
offering of appearance, and the Festival peace-offering, and the 
peace-offering of rejoicing. 


Rabbi Yosei HaGelili continues. There is an element of the burnt- 
offering of appearance that is not present in the other two; there 
is an element of the Festival peace-offering that is not present 
in the other two; and there is an element of the peace-offering 
of rejoicing’ that is not present in the other two. He elaborates: 
There is an element of the burnt-offering of appearance that 
is not present in the other two, as the burnt-offering of appear- 
ance goes up entirely to God, which is not so with regard to the 
other two, as the majority portion of the other two offerings 
is eaten. 


There is an element of the Festival peace-offering that is not 
present in the other two, as the Festival peace-offering existed 
before the speech of God at Mount Sinai," which is not so with 
regard to the other two. Finally, there is an element of the peace- 
offering of rejoicing that is not present in the other two, as the 
peace-offering of rejoicing is performed by both men and by 
women, which is not so with regard to the other two. This shows 
that Rabbi Yosei HaGelili holds that the burnt-offering of appear- 
ance was not sacrificed at Mount Sinai, which means that the 
burnt-offering mentioned in that context must have been the daily 
burnt-offering. 


The Gemara asks a question with regard to Abaye’s explanation. 
And with regard to Rabbi Yishmael, what is the reason that 
you established his ruling in accordance with the opinion of 
Beit Shammai that the burnt-offering sacrificed at Mount Sinai 
was a burnt-offering of appearance? The explanation for his 
opinion was: If it enters your mind that the burnt-offering the 
Jewish people sacrificed in the desert was a daily burnt-offering, 
is there any offering that initially did not require skinning and 
cutting into pieces and ultimately required skinning and cut- 
ting into pieces? 
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But wasn’t it Rabbi Yosei HaGelili who said: The burnt- 
offering that the Jewish people sacrificed in the desert at Mount 
Sinai was the daily burnt-offering? Nevertheless, he holds that 
initially it did not require skinning and cutting into pieces, and 
ultimately it required skinning and cutting into pieces." 


As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yosei HaGelili says: The 

burnt-offering that the Jewish people sacrificed in the desert 

did not require skinning and cutting into pieces, because the 

requirement of skinning and cutting offerings applied only from 

the time God commanded this mitzva in the Tent of Meeting and 

onward. The Gemara concludes: There is no clear evidence as to 

what Rabbi Yishmael actually maintains in this regard, and there- 
fore one should delete Rabbi Yishmael from this list here, i.e., 
the list of those who hold that the burnt-offering sacrificed in the 

desert was a burnt-offering of appearance. 


Rav Hisda raises a dilemma: This verse, how is it written, i.e., 
how should it be understood? Should the following verse be read 
as two separate halves, with the first part consisting of: “And he 
sent the young men of the children of Israel, and they sacrificed 
burnt-offerings” (Exodus 24:5), which were sheep; and the 
second part consisting of the rest of the verse: “And they sacri- 
ficed peace-offerings of bulls to the Lord,” i.e., these peace- 
offerings alone were bulls? Or perhaps both of these were bulls, 
as the term: “Bulls,” refers both to the burnt-offerings and the 
peace-offerings. 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between the 
two readings? Mar Zutra said: The practical difference is with 
regard to the punctuation of the cantillation notes, whether there 
should be a break in the verse after: “And they sacrificed burnt- 
offerings,” indicating that these offerings consisted of sheep; or 
whether it should read: “And they sacrificed burnt-offerings and 
sacrificed peace-offerings of bulls,” as one clause. 


Rav Aha, son of Rava, said that the difference between these two 
readings of the verse is for one who says in the form of a vow: It 
is incumbent upon me to bring a burnt-offering like the burnt- 
offering that the Jewish people sacrificed in the desert at Mount 
Sinai. What is he required to bring? Were they bulls or were they 
sheep?" The Gemara does not provide an answer and states that 
the question shall stand unresolved. 


We learned in a mishna there (Pea 1:1): These are the mitzvot 
that have no measure: 


NOTES 


And ultimately it required skinning and cutting into pieces - 
Min pwd wagio: According to the opinion of Rabbi Yosei 
HaGelili, and perhaps according to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yishmael as well, the burnt-offering at Mount Sinai was the 
daily burnt-offering. Although the halakhot of this offering 
were explicated only later in the Tent of Meeting, the initial 
offering at Mount Sinai was a daily burnt-offering, not a free- 
will burnt-offering of appearance in honor of the giving of 
the Torah. 


Were they bulls or were they sheep — 117 WWI ix 117 O75: 
Some commentaries attempt to prove that the first half of the 


verse can reasonably be explained as referring to sheep, which 
would mean that this offering is similar to the daily burnt- 
offering sacrificed in the Temple (Meiri). 


That have no measure - "yw od Pxw: The following list 
(next amud) is not an exhaustive list ofall the mitzvot that have 
no measure, with regard to neither a maximum nor a minimum 
measure (see Jerusalem Talmud). One common denominator 
of the mitzvot on this list is that the more often one performs 
them the greater the fulfill ment of the mitzva. Other mitzvot, for 
which there is no benefit derived from increasing the number 
of times they are performed, are excluded from this list. 
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NOTES 


Acts of loving-kindness and Torah study - Don mbox 
min Tamy: Some commentaries claim that these two 
mitzvot are distinct from the others on the list (Turei Aven). 
The other mitzvot are limited by a measure prescribed 
by the Sages, whereas the mitzvot of learning Torah 
and acts of loving-kindness, which one fulfills with his 
body and not with his possessions, have no prescribed 
measure at all. 


We thought to say — anid was DNAS: The phrasing of 
the Gemara indicates that Rabbi Yohanan changed his 
mind and holds in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Oshaya. However, this is less clear in the Jerusalem Tal- 
mud, and some dispute this interpretation here as well. It 
is explained in the Jerusalem Talmud that Rabbi Yohanan 
and Rabbi Oshaya disagree over a fundamental point. 

According to the opinion of Rabbi Oshaya, any mea- 
sure not explicitly written in the Torah applies by rabbinic 
law, whereas Rabbi Yohanan holds that some measures 
are halakhot transmitted to Moses from Sinai. Accord- 
ing to this explanation, the opinion of Reish Lakish is in 
accordance with that of Rabbi Oshaya. See Tosafot and 
Meiri, who discuss this issue at length. 


On the main day of the pilgrimage Festival - 1»va 
bom: The commentaries disagree over the meaning of 
this term. Some say it refers to the first day of the Festival, 
as the remaining days are considered merely redress with 
regard to the burnt-offering of appearance (see Rab- 
beinu Hananel). Others explain that it means the first day 
one comes to the Temple to sacrifice the burnt-offering 
of appearance, even if this is one of the intermediate 
days of the Festival (see Rambam and Kesef Mishne ). 


LANGUAGE 

BeRabbi - +373: This appellation, beRabbi or beRibbi, is 
an abbreviation for son of Rabbi [ben Rabbi]. However, 
already in the times of the tanna’im this term was used as 
an honorific for a distinguished Torah scholar, indicating 
that he is the son of great people or Sages. The label was 
applied whether the Sage in question was actually the 
son of Torah scholars, e.g., Rabbi Oshaya, son of Rabbi 
Hama ben Rabbi Kisa, or not. Occasionally, a Torah Sage 
was referred to simply as BeRabbi, without mention of 
his own name at all. 
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Produce in the corner of the field that must be left unharvested, 
which is given to the poor [pe'a ];" and the first fruits, which are 
brought to the Temple;" and the appearance in the Temple on 
the pilgrimage Festivals;" and acts of loving-kindness;" and 
Torah study.“ 


Rabbi Yohanan said: We thought to say" that the mitzva of 
appearance in the Temple does not have a maximum measure, 
but it does have a minimum measure; until Rabbi Oshaya the 
Distinguished [beRabbi],' came and taught: The mitzva of 
appearance has neither a maximum nor a minimum measure. 
However, the Rabbis say: The burnt-offering of appearance must 
be worth one silver ma‘a and the Festival peace-offering two 
silver coins. 


§ What is the mitzva of appearance to which this mishna is 
referring? Rabbi Yohanan said: It is the mitzva of the appearance 
of one’s face" in the Temple courtyard. One may appear in the 
Temple as often as he likes over the course of a Festival. And Reish 
Lakish said: It is the appearance of one’s face in the Temple with 
an offering. There is no measure in this regard, as every time 
one appears in the Temple during a Festival he must bring an 
offering. 


The Gemara explains: On the main i.e., on the first, day of the 
pilgrimage Festival," everyone agrees that the appearance 
of one’s face must be accompanied by an offering. When they 
disagree, it is with regard to the rest of the days of the pilgrimage 
Festival, i.e., whether or not one who appears must sacrifice an 
offering. Furthermore, anywhere, i.e., in any case that one comes 
and brings an offering, everyone agrees that we accept it from 
him. When they disagree, it is when he comes and does not 
bring an offering. Is this man obligated to bring an offering or 
not? 


HALAKHA 


The measure of produce of the corners — nga nyw: There is no 
measurement for produce of the corners by Torah law, as one can 
fulfill his obligation by leaving even one stalk in his field. However, 
by rabbinic law one must leave no less than one-sixtieth of the 
field. It is appropriate to increase this amount in accordance 
with the size of the field, its current yield, and the requirements 
of the poor in that area (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Mattenot 
Aniyyim 1:15). 


The measure of the first fruits — O15" nyw: There is no mea- 
sure for first fruits by Torah law, although by rabbinic law one 
must bring at least one-sixtieth of the harvest. One may render 
his entire field first fruits if he so desires (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, 
Hilkhot Bikkurim 2:17). 


The measure of appearance — ji yw: By Torah law there 
is no fixed measure for the Festival offerings. However, the Sages 
declared that one should spend no less than one silver maʻa for 
the burnt-offering of appearance and no less than two silver 
ma'a for a Festival peace-offering. This is in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Oshaya, Rabbi Yohanan’s teacher (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 1:2). 


Acts of loving-kindness - wpn moon: It is a positive mitzva 
by rabbinic law to visit the sick, comfort mourners, eulogize the 
deceased and arrange their funeral and burial, raise funds for 
brides in need, and increase the joy of a bride and groom. These 
and similar mitzvot are all acts of loving-kindness that have no 
specified measure. Although the mitzvot listed here apply by rab- 


binic law, nevertheless, they are included in the verse (Leviticus 
19:18): “You shall love your neighbor as yourself” (Rambam Sefer 
Shofetim, Hilkhot Evel 14:1). 


Torah study - min sinha: There is no measure for the mitzva of 
Torah study, and one is obligated to learn Torah all the days of his 
life (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 246:3). 


The appearance of one’s face — 09 M7: One who comes to 
the Temple courtyard during the Festival after having already 
sacrificed the burnt-offering of appearance is not obligated to 
bring another offering. However, if he does so it is accepted. This is 
because there is no measure for the number of burnt-offerings of 
appearance that one may bring (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Hagiga 2:6). 


Appearance on the main day of the pilgrimage Festival — 1% 
bon xpa: The mitzva of appearance is fulfilled by coming to 
the Temple and sacrificing a burnt-offering of appearance on 
the first day of a pilgrimage Festival. One may fulfill his obligation 
with either an animal offering or a bird-offering (see the Kesef 
Mishne with regard to the possibility of a burnt-offering of birds). 
One who comes to the Temple on the first day of the Festival 
without an offering has violated both a negative and a positive 
mitzva. The prohibition is: “And none shall appear before Me 
empty-handed” (Exodus 23:15). However, one is not flogged for 
this transgression, as it does not involve an action (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 1:1). 
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The Gemara explains that Rabbi Yohanan holds that the mitzva 
is merely the appearance of one’s face in the Temple courtyard. 
Therefore, one doesn’t need to bring an offering whenever he 
comes to the Temple. Reish Lakish said that the mitzva is the 
appearance of one’s face with an offering, which means that 
whenever one comes he must bring an offering with him. 


Reish Lakish raised an objection to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. 
The verse states: “Three times you shall keep a feast for Me in the 
year...and none shall appear before Me empty-handed” (Exodus 
23:14-15 ). This verse indicates that one must bring an offering when- 
ever he appears in the Temple. Rabbi Yohanan said to him: That 
obligation applies only on the main day of the pilgrimage Festival, 
but not on the rest of the Festival days. 


Reish Lakish raised an objection to the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan 


from a baraita: “And none shall appear" before Me empty-handed.” 


This teaches that Festival pilgrims must appear with animal offerings. 
Do you say that they must appear with animal offerings, or perhaps 
it is only with bird-offerings" or meal-offerings? And it is possible 
to determine the answer by logical derivation: It is stated that 
one must bring a Festival peace-offering for a commoner" to eat, 
and it is stated that one must bring a burnt-offering of appearance, 
which is for God. Just as the Festival peace-offering that is stated 
for a commoner is referring to animal offerings, so too, the burnt- 
offering of appearance that is stated to be sacrificed wholly for God 
is referring to animal offerings. 


And what are these animal offerings that the Festival pilgrims 
sacrifice to God? Burnt-offerings. Do you say that they are burnt- 
offerings, or perhaps it is only that they are peace-offerings? And it 
is possible to determine the answer by logical derivation: It is stated 
that one must bring a Festival peace-offering for a commoner, and 
it is stated that one must bring a burnt-offering of appearance, 
which is solely for God. Just as the Festival peace-offering that is 
stated for a commoner is referring to an offering that is fitting for 
him to eat, i.e., a peace-offering, so too, the burnt-offering of appear- 
ance that is stated to be for God is referring to an offering that is 
fitting for Him, i.e., a burnt-offering, which is entirely consumed 
on the altar. 


And similarly, one can learn by logical derivation that your table 
should not be full of meat while your Master’s table, i.e., the altar, 
is empty. This indicates that one must sacrifice a burnt-offering 
whenever one appears in the Temple, which contradicts the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan. Rabbi Yohanan again said to him: This obligation 
applies only on the main day of the pilgrimage Festival. 


Reish Lakish raised another objection to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: Three times a 
year the Jewish people were commanded to ascend on the pilgrim- 
age Festival: On Passover, on Shavuot, and on Sukkot. They may 
not appear partially, i.e., only some of the people, because it is 
stated: “All your males” (Exodus 23:17). And they may not appear 
empty-handed, because it is stated: “And none shall appear 
before Me empty-handed” (Exodus 23:15). Rabbi Yohanan said to 
him: That too is referring to the main day of the pilgrimage 
Festival. 


Rabbi Yohanan raised an objection to the opinion of Reish Lakish 


from a baraita: The verse states: “All your males shall appear.” 


Although the verse as written can be read: “Will see [yireh],” it is 
actually read: “Shall be seen [yera’e].”" The baraita derives that just 
as I, God, come to see you for free, as He has no obligation to bring 
an offering when He comes to see us in the Temple, so too, you 
may come to see Me in the Temple for free, i.e., there is no require- 
ment to bring an offering. The Gemara accepts this objection and 
therefore proceeds to explain the dispute between Rabbi Yohanan 
and Reish Lakish in a different manner. 


NOTES 


Reish Lakish raised an objection to the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan, And none shall appear — 1x xh) marx: The 
commentaries point out that it is unclear what this baraita 
adds to the discussion, as the same objection against Rabbi 
Yohanan could be raised from the previously cited verse 
and the same answer would apply to this baraita as well 
(Rabbi Akiva Eiger). One answer is that the objection is 
not from the halakha of the baraita, but from the logical 
derivation it states below: That your table should not be full 
of meat while your Master's table is empty. This reasoning 
can be applied to all the days of the Festival, not only the 
first (Siah Yitzhak). 


Or it is only with bird-offerings - nisiya Koy ivy IX: 

any commentaries are puzzled by the Rambam’ ruling 
hat one can fulfill his obligation of the burnt-offering of 
appearance with a bird. Some early authorities claim that 
he Rambam had a different version of the Gemara here. 
That reading was likely similar to the version in the Mekhilta, 
which states: Perhaps it is only with money. According to 
his version, birds were never excluded from the burnt- 
offering of appearance. Others say that if one may bring 
only animals, it could turn out that he will sacrifice more 
burnt-offerings than peace-offerings, as each time he 
appears at the Temple he is obligated to sacrifice a burnt- 
offering. This is inappropriate according to the opinion of 
Beit Hillel. If it is permitted for one to use birds, there will 
still be more peace-offerings than burnt-offerings, at least 
in terms of the total amount of meat (/zlah). Another pos- 
sible answer is that the last logical derivation: So too, the 
burnt-offering of appearance is for God and must be fitting 
for Him, includes birds, as they too are entirely burnt on the 
altar. Only meal-offerings are excluded, as they are eaten in 
part by the priests (Porat Yosef). 


It is stated one must bring a Festival peace-offering for 
a commoner - vii mart TYIN: Some commentaries 
cite proof from the verse: “You shall keep it a feast” (Exo- 
dus 12:14), that the Festival peace-offering is meant to be 
eaten by the people and not consumed entirely on the 
altar (Tosefot Yom Tov). 


Will see [yireh], shall be seen [yera] - Ax» AXP: Some 
commentaries ask why Reish Lakish doesn’t refute this 
proof by stating that a different halakha is learned from 
this verse, e.g. Rabbi Yohanan ben Dehavai's derivation that 
someone blind in one eye is excluded from this obligation 
(see 2a). They answer that when a term can be written and 
read in two different ways, and the way it is written and 
read are both used for halakhot, it is considered as though 
the two terms were juxtaposed. Consequently, there is no 
limit to the number of halakhot that can be derived from 
this juxtaposition, as whatever applies to one case applies 
equally to the other (Siah Yitzhak). 
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NOTES 


Rather, with regard to anywhere that one comes to the Temple 
courtyard after the initial time on the first day of the Festival and 
he does not bring an offering, everyone agrees that one enters," 
appears, and exits without having to bring an offering. When they 
disagree it is in a case where one comes and brings an offering. 


The Gemara explains: Rabbi Yohanan, who says that the appear- 
ance mentioned in the mishna is referring to the appearance of 
one’s face in the Temple courtyard, maintains that it is this appear- 
ance itself that has no maximum measure, i.e., one may appear as 
often as he wishes without an offering. However, there is a maxi- 
mum measure, i.e., a limited number of offerings, that one may 
bring; only one burnt-offering of appearance per Festival. And 
Reish Lakish said: The appearance of one’s face means with an 
offering, as even offerings have no maximum measure. One may 
bring as many offerings during the Festival as he wishes. 


Rabbi Yohanan raised an objection to the opinion of Reish Lakish: 


“Let your foot be seldom” in your neighbor’s house," lest he be 


sated with you, and hate you” (Proverbs 25:17). It can be inferred 
from this verse that one should not bring extra gifts, i.e., offerings, 
to God. The Gemara responds: There, the verse is referring to 
sin-offerings and guilt-offerings, i.e., it is better not to sin in the 
first place. 


This explanation is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Levi, 
as Rabbi Levi raised a contradiction between two verses. It is 
written: “Let your foot be seldom in your neighbor’s house,’ 
and it is written: “I will come into Your house with burnt-offer- 
ings, I will perform for You my vows” (Psalms 66:13). Rabbi Levi 
explained: This is not difficult; here, the verse is referring to sin- 
offerings and guilt-offerings, and there, it is referring to burnt- 
offerings and peace-offerings, concerning which one may bring as 
many as he likes. 


That opinion is also taught in a baraita: “Let your foot be seldom 

in your neighbor’s house.” The verse is speaking of sin-offerings 

and guilt-offerings. Do you say it is referring to sin-offerings and 

guilt-offerings, or perhaps it is only referring to burnt- offerings 

and peace-offerings? When it says: “I will come into Your house 

with burnt-offerings, I will perform for You my vows,” burnt- 
offerings and peace-offerings are mentioned, as these are more 

pleasant to sacrifice to God. How then do I uphold the meaning 

of the verse: “Let your foot be seldom in your neighbor’s house”? 
The verse is speaking of sin-offerings and guilt-offerings. 


§ Earlier the baraita taught: The people may not appear partially, 
as the verse states: “All your males” (Exodus 23:17). Rav Yosef 
thought to say: One who has ten sons" should not let five ascend 
now and the other five tomorrow. Rather, they must all ascend to 
the Temple together. 


Everyone agrees that one enters, etc. - 193 x) xiaby 137 
propa: This statement is problematic, as the previous ‘discus- 
sion between the two amora‘im indicates that they do dispute 
the case of one who appears in the Temple without bringing 
an offering. Some commentaries have a different version of the 
text, according to which anyone who comes to the Temple on 
the Festival is certainly obligated to bring an offering (Rabbeinu 
Hananel). The dispute according to this version is whether or 
not one who comes multiple times on the first day is obligated 
to bring another offering each time he comes. Conversely, oth- 
ers simply delete this line (Benei Shmuel). 

Some explain that this is the style of the Gemara: occasion- 
ally it will attribute questions and answers to particular Sages, 
in this case Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish, when really it is 
the Gemara itself discussing their opinions (Siah Yitzhak, citing 
Yavin Shemua). 
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Rabbi Yohanan an objection to the opinion of Reish Lakish, 
Let your foot be seldom -3m ap sD NN: It is unclear which 
Sage is raising this objection (see Zekher LaHagiga, who dis- 
cusses this at length). Some maintain that this question is asked 
of Reish Lakish, as according to his opinion one may come to 
he Temple as often as he wishes (Petah Einayim). 


Let your foot [raglekha] be seldom in your neighbor's 
reekha] house - v1 man bn pi: Although this verse from 
Proverbs has nothing to do with offerings per se, it is well- 
nown that the book of Proverbs contains numerous parables, 
and therefore an apparently homiletic interpretation of a verse 
might well be its plain meaning. Additionally, the phrase: “Your 
oot [raglekha],’ is similar to the word regalim, Festivals (Mahar- 
sha). Rabbi Levi maintains that the term raglekha is related to 
hergel, meaning customary practice (Meiri). 


Rashi cites this verse as evidence that God considers the 
Jewish people His brethren and companions [reim] (see Psalms 
122:8). Others mention verses from Song of Songs in this con- 
nection, in which God refers to the Jewish people as: My lover, 
and: My friend [re'i], e.g., Song of Songs 5:16. Elsewhere Rashi 
quotes in this regard the verse “Your own friend [reekha], and 
your father's friend, forsake not” (Proverbs 27:10). In any case, 
the term neighbor [re'a] in this context means a shepherd and 
a provider, as is explained by the Sages in many instances (see 
Otzar HaKavod). 


Who has ten sons - 093 mwy mb INT: Some commentar- 
ies explain that according to the opinion of Rav Yosef, young 
children are also obligated in the mitzva of appearance, and 
therefore the father is obligated to bring all of his children with 
him. This explanation resolves Abaye’s subsequent questions 
(Zekher LaHagiga). 
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Abaye said to him: This is obvious; which of his sons would he 
render sinners, who are too lazy to ascend, and which of them 
would he render vigilant, eager to perform the mitzva at the first 
opportunity? 


Rather, for what purpose does the verse: “All your males,” come? 
It comes to teach that which Aherim taught. As it is taught in a 
baraita: Aherim say that a scrimper, one who gathers dog feces 
to give them to tanners for the purpose of tanning hides; a melder 
of copper, who purifies copper from dross; and a tanner of hides 
are all exempt from the mitzva of appearance, as their occupa- 
tion inflicts upon them an unpleasant odor. As it is stated: “All 
your males,”™ which indicates that only one who is able to 
ascend with all your males is obligated, excluding these. As 
people avoid their company, they cannot ascend with all your 
males. 


MISHNA Burnt-offerings that one sacrifices on 


the intermediate days of the Festival must 
come from non-sacred property, not from sacred property 
such as second-tithe money. But the peace-offerings may 
be brought from the second tithe,“’ i.e., from money with 
which one redeemed second tithe, which is subsequently used to 
purchase food in Jerusalem. With regard to the Festival peace- 
offering sacrificed on the first day of the festival of Passover, 
Beit Shammai say: It must come from non-sacred property, and 
Beit Hillel say: It may be brought even from the second tithe. 


In general, Israelites fulfill their obligation” to eat peace- 
offerings of rejoicing with their voluntary vows and gift offerings 
donated during the year and sacrificed on the Festival; and like- 
wise with animal tithes.” And the priests fulfill their obligation 
of rejoicing with the meat of sin-offerings and guilt-offerings 
and with firstborn offerings, as the priests receive a portion of 
these, and with the breast and thigh of peace-offerings, to which 
they are also entitled. However, they do not fulfill their obligation 
with birds, e.g., a bird sacrificed as a sin-offering, nor with 
meal-offerings, as only the eating of meat constitutes rejoicing." 


BACKGROUND 


The tithe — wya: In this context the term: Tithe, refers to the 
second tithe that is set aside after teruma has been given to 
the priests and the first tithe to the Levites. Second tithe was 
given during the first, second, fourth, and fifth years of the Sab- 
batical cycle. After second tithe was set aside, it was brought 
to Jerusalem to be eaten there by its owner. If the journey to 
Jerusalem was so long that it would be difficult to transport all the 
second-tithe produce, or if the produce became ritually impure, it 
could be redeemed for an equivalent sum of money. If the owner 
redeemed his own produce, he had to add one-fifth of its value. 
This redemption money was brought to Jerusalem, where it was 
spent on food. Second tithe could be redeemed only with minted 
coins bearing an imprint; unstamped coins and promissory notes 
could not be used. Today, second tithe is still redeemed, but only 


Peace-offerings of rejoicing - nnaw w: One fulfills his 
obligation of eating peace-offerings of rejoicing not only with 
peace-offerings themselves, but with any offering that may be 
eaten. Consequently, Israelites fulfill their obligation with vow 
offerings, gift offerings, and animal tithes. Priests may fulfill 


HALAKHA 


for a nominal sum, as in the absence of the Temple it is no longer 
brought to Jerusalem. The halakhot of second tithe are discussed 
in tractate Ma‘aser Sheni. 


Animal tithes - maga vwy: On three occasions each year, the 
owner of a herd of kosher animals was required to gather all the 
animals born during the preceding period into an enclosure and 
let them out one by one. These animals were passed “under the 
shepherd's rod” (Leviticus 27:32), and every tenth animal was 
marked with red paint to indicate that it was sacred. The sacred 
animals were called animal tithes. If it was fit to be sacrificed, the 
animal tithe was brought to the Temple and sacrificed in a man- 
ner similar to that of a peace-offering. Its blood was sprinkled on 
the altar, and its meat was eaten by its owner. The details of the 
halakhot of animal tithes are elucidated in tractate Bekhorot. 


their obligation even with sin-offerings, guilt-offerings, firstborn 
offerings, and the breast and thigh they receive from other 
offerings. However, they do not fulfill their obligation by eating 
bird-offerings or meal-offerings (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Hagiga 2:10). 


NOTES 

As it is stated, All your males — J13} bs NIY: In 
the Jerusalem Talmud the exemption of men who are 
engaged in these occupations is derived from a different 
verse: “When all of Israel come to appear before the 
Lord” (Deuteronomy 31:11). This indicates that anyone 
who cannot come together with the rest of the Jew- 
ish people is exempt from ascending to Jerusalem on 
the pilgrimage Festivals. The Gemara there adds that in 
addition to people who have an offensive odor, those 
afflicted with contagious diseases are also exempt. 


Peace-offerings from the second tithe - ja ony 
awya: The term peace-offerings can be interpreted 
in several ways in this context. It might be referring 
solely to Festival peace-offerings. If so, the mishna first 
mentions items concerning which there is no dispute, 
as burnt-offerings must come from non-sacred property 
and peace-offerings of rejoicing may come from second 
tithe. Subsequently, it discusses Festival peace-offerings, 
about which there is a dispute. It is also possible that the 
term peace-offerings serves as a general heading, after 
which the mishna distinguishes between different types 
of peace-offerings (Siah Yitzhak). 


Israelites fulfill their obligation, etc. — 97 pyi byw 
"931 Nin: Rashi notes that the term Israelites is unusua 
in this context, as this obligation applies equally to 
priests. He explains that it was necessary to state Israel- 
ites, as only priests can fulfill their obligation of peace- 
offerings of rejoicing with the offerings mentioned 
subsequently. However, some commentaries explain 
that the ruling of the mishna is in accordance with the 
opinion that priests are not obligated in animal tithes. | 
so, the term Israelites is precise (see Yad David). 
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NOTES 

On the Festival they may come from the second tithe - 
Www m 3v oa KT: Some commentaries contend that 
this inference, ie, that one may not bring a burnt-offering 

from second-tithe money on the Festival itself, is imprecise. 
In fact, one may never bring a burnt-offering from second- 
tithe funds, as that money must be used for food, and one 

may not eat from a burnt-offering. Rather, the Gemara 

means that it is prohibited to use funds that were previously 
designated for any other purpose, e.g. for a gift offering. 


But one does not place his hands on them — panio py) 
hy: This issue of placing one’s hands on offerings on a Fes- 
tival is one of the most ancient disputes (see 17a). Some sug- 

gest, based on the Gemara in tractate Beitza (20a), that this 
dispute is connected to Beit Shammai’s opinion that there 

is no requirement to place one’s hands on peace-offerings 
at all (Turei Aven). Furthermore, Beit Shammai hold that 
the placing of one's hands does not have to be performed 

immediately before slaughtering an offering, which means 
that it can be performed on the eve of the Festival. 
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Burnt-offering of appearance from non-sacred prop- 
erty - pond Ja TN nbiy: The burnt-offering of appearance 


GE M A When the mishna states that burnt- 

offerings sacrificed during the inter- 
mediate days of the Festival may come from non-sacred 
property, this leads to the surprising conclusion that on the 
Festival they may even come from the second tithe." The 
Gemara asks: Why should this be the case? The burnt-offering 
is an obligatory matter, and there is a principle that any obliga- 
tory matter with regard to offerings may come only from non- 
sacred property that was consecrated expressly for this purpose 
alone, not from property that was previously consecrated for 
another purpose. 


And if you would say that this teaches us that burnt-offerings 
may come, i.e., be sacrificed, on the intermediate days of 
the Festival, whereas on the Festival they may not come at 
all, in accordance with whose opinion is this mishna? It is in 
accordance with the opinion of Beit Shammai. 


As we learned ina mishna (Beitza 19a) that Beit Shammai say: 
One brings peace-offerings on a Festival, but one does not 
place his hands on them," as placing one’s hands on an animal 
on a Festival is prohibited by rabbinic law. However, one may 
not sacrifice burnt-offerings at all, as they are not eaten, and 
slaughtering is permitted on a Festival only for human needs. 
And Beit Hillel say: One brings both peace-offerings and 
burnt-offerings, and one does place his hands on them. It is 
unlikely that an anonymous mishna would follow the opinion 
of Beit Shammai, whose rulings are not accepted as halakha. 


The Gemara answers: This mishna is incomplete, and this is 
what it is teaching: Burnt-offerings brought as a fulfillment of 
one’s vow or as gift offerings may come on the intermediate 
days of the Festival. However, on the Festival itself they may 
not come. And the burnt-offering of appearance comes even 
on the Festival, but when it comes, it may come only from 
non-sacred property," as it is obligatory. And peace-offerings 
of rejoicing may come even from the second tithe." And with 
regard to the Festival peace-offering brought on the first day 
of Passover, Beit Shammai say: It may come only from non- 
sacred property, and Beit Hillel say: It may come even from 
the second tithe. 


That opinion is also taught in a baraita: Burnt-offerings brought 
as a fulfillment of one’s vow or as gift offerings may come on 
the intermediate days of the Festival." However, on the Festival 
itself they may not come. And the burnt-offering of appear- 
ance comes even on the Festival, but when it comes it may 
come only from non-sacred property. And peace-offerings of 
rejoicing may come even from the second tithe. And with 
regard to the Festival peace-offering brought on the first day 
of the festival of Passover, Beit Shammai say: It may come only 
from non-sacred property, and Beit Hillel say: It may come 
even from the second tithe. 


HALAKHA 


manner of a weekday. This is in accordance with the opinion 
of Beit Hillel (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 1:8-9). 


may come only from non-sacred property, like all other obliga- 


tory offerings (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 2:8). 


Festival offerings on the pilgrimage Festival day -by niay val- 
ziv diva: Since burnt-offerings of appearance, Festival peace- 
offerings, and peace-offerings of rejoicing are all obligations 
of the Festival day, one may bring them on the first day of the 
Festival. When doing so, one places his hands on them in the 


Vow or gift offerings on the intermediate days of the Festi- 
‘sina MIN OVI: It is permitted to sacrifice voluntary 
vow offerings and gift offerings on the intermediate days of 
a Festival. Furthermore, it is permitted on these days to bring 
obligatory offerings that have no set time (Rambam Sefer 
Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 1:10). 
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The Gemara asks: What is different about the Festival peace- 
offering brought on the first day of the festival of Passover? Rav 
Ashi said: This emphasis on the specific date teaches us that for 
the Festival peace-offering of the fifteenth, i.e., the pilgrimage 
Festival offerings brought on the first day of Passover, yes, this 
restriction applies; however, for the Festival peace-offering of the 
fourteenth, no, this limitation is not in force. If the Paschal lamb 
was too small for a group, they would bring an additional peace- 
offering so that the Paschal lamb could be eaten when one was full. 
This offering was called the Festival peace-offering of the fourteenth 
of Nisan. Since this offering is not obligatory, everyone agrees that 
it may be purchased with second-tithe money. 


Apparently, he holds that the Festival peace-offering of the four- 
teenth does not apply by Torah law, and therefore one may bring 
it even from second-tithe funds. 


Q The Master said in the baraita that Beit Hillel say: Festival peace- 
offerings may be brought even from the second tithe. The Gemara 
asks: Why? It is an obligatory matter, and any obligatory matter 
may come only from non-sacred property. Ulla said: This is refer- 
ring to a case where one combines," i.e., the offering is purchased 
with a combination of second-tithe funds and non-sacred money. 
The Gemara adds that amora’im dispute the details of this halakha. 


Hizkiya said: One may combine one animal with another animal. 
If one has a large household for which one animal will not suffice, 
he brings one animal for the Festival offering from non-sacred 
money and he may combine funds of second tithe to purchase a 
second animal. Since he has fulfilled his obligation of the Festival 
offering by bringing one animal from non-sacred money, he may 
bring the others from second tithe or animal tithes. But one may 
not combine money with other money, i.e., one may not combine 
second-tithe funds with non-sacred money toward the purchase 
of one animal for the Festival offering. And Rabbi Yohanan said: 
One may combine money with other money, but one may not 
combine one animal with another animal. 


The Gemara comments: It is taught in a baraita in accordance with 

the opinion of Hizkiya, and it is taught in another baraita in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan. The Gemara elaborates: 

It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 

Yohanan: “After the measure of the gift offering of your hand” 
(Deuteronomy 16:10). This teaches that a person brings his obliga- 
tory offering from non-sacred property. And from where is it 

derived that if one wishes to mix" he may mix? The verse states: 

“As the Lord your God blesses you” (Deuteronomy 16:10), i.e., one 

may use any money with which God has blessed him, even second 

tithe. The term: Mix, means combining money from different 

sources. 


It is taught in a baraita in accordance with the opinion of 
Hizkiya: “After the measure” (Deuteronomy 16:10). This teaches 
that a person brings his obligatory offering from non-sacred 
property. Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel disagree with regard to this 
issue, as Beit Shammai say: On the first day one may bring only 
from non-sacred property. From this point forward one may buy 
the animal from the second-tithe money. And Beit Hillel say: The 
first eating must be from non-sacred property. From this point 
forward one may bring from the second-tithe money. The phrase: 
The first eating, means the first animal that one eats, which is in 
accordance with Hizkiya’s opinion. 


NOTES 


The Festival peace-offering of the fourteenth - nyan 
Wy mats: The Sages dispute the nature of this unique 
offering. According to the mishna (Pesahim 69b), the Fes- 
tival peace-offering of the fourteenth of Nisan is merely an 
optional addition to the Paschal offering, brought only so 
that each individual will eat the Paschal lamb on a full stom- 
ach if one lamb or ewe is not enough for all the members 
of the group. This additional offering may also be brought 
from cattle. The commentaries note that with regard to 
this offering the Sages were stringent and stipulated that 
it may be eaten only for one day and one night, to pre- 
vent people from confusing the meat of the Paschal lamb 
with that of the Festival peace-offering (Meiri, citing the 
Jerusalem Talmud). Since this offering is optional, it is not 
brought at all when Passover eve occurs on Shabbat. How- 
ever, some Sages maintain that the Festival peace-offering 
of the fourteenth applies by Torah law, and therefore it 
overrides Shabbat (see Pesahim 70b). Support is derived 
for this opinion from the verse “And you shall sacrifice the 
Paschal offering to the Lord your God, of the sheep and 
the cattle” (Deuteronomy 16:2). Since the Paschal offering 
may be brought only from sheep, the term “cattle” must be 
referring to the additional Festival offering that is brought 
on the fourteenth. 


That if one wishes to mix - ay m7 oxw: The commen- 
taries explain that the term mix applies only to money, i.e., 
it is permitted to buy one animal with a combination of 
money from different funds. However, this term is not appli- 
cable to animals (geonim; Rashi). Accordingly, the phrase: 
First eating from non-sacred property, refers to an animal 
purchased exclusively with non-sacred property, as in that 
case there is a recognizable difference between the first 
eating and the second. 


HALAKHA 
The Festival peace-offering of the fourteenth - naan 
wy myain: The Festival peace-offering of the fourteenth 
of Nisan is optional, and therefore one does not fulfill his 
obligation of the Festival peace-offering with it. However, 
he does fulfill his obligation of the peace-offering of rejoic- 
ing with it (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 2:10). 


From which funds may one bring Festival peace-offer- 
ings — Ayan now DI Mana: It is permitted to bring Fes- 
tival peace-offerings from second-tithe funds combined 
with non-sacred money, provided that there is enough 
non-sacred money to purchase a proper measure of meat 
for the first eating. The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinions of Beit Hillel, Rabbi Yohanan, and Ulla (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 2:8). 
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HALAKHA 
Festival peace-offerings from the second tithe - nbw 
WaT pa Ayan: Although one can fulfill his obligation to 
bring a Festival peace-offering with funds from animal 


tithes, one may not bring this offering on the Festival itself. 


Instead, he should wait until the intermediate days of the 
Festival, lest one separate the tithe on the Festival. This 
opinion is in accordance with that of Rav Ashi (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 2:9). 


LANGUAGE 
Red dye [sikrata] 
meaning rouge. Apparently, this dye was created from 
minerals, possibly lead oxide. 
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The baraita concludes: All this applies on the first day of the Fes- 
tival. But with regard to all the other days of Passover," on which 
one is obligated to bring peace-offerings of rejoicing, a person 
fulfills his obligation even with animal tithes," and certainly with 
funds of second tithe." The Gemara asks: What is the reason that 
one does not fulfill his obligation with animal tithes on the 
Festival? 


Rav Ashi said: There is a concern that if one requires additional 
animals, perhaps he may come to separate tithes on the Festival 
itself, and one may not separate tithes on the Festival due to the 
red dye [sikrata]."' Every tenth animal is marked with red dye, 
and as it is prohibited to dye on a Festival due to the labor of 
writing, one may not separate tithes on a Festival. 


The Gemara asks: From where may it be inferred that this: “After 
the measure [missat],’’ mentioned in the verse, is a term for 
non-sacred property? The Gemara answers: As it is written: 
“And the king Ahasuerus laid a tribute [mas] upon the land” 
(Esther 10:1), which is clearly referring to a tribute of non-sacred 


property. 


§ The mishna stated that Israelites fulfill their obligation to 
eat peace-offerings of rejoicing with their vow offerings and gift 
offerings. The Sages taught that the verse: “And you shall rejoice 
in your feast” (Deuteronomy 16:14.) comes to include all types 
of rejoicing as constituting a fulfillment of the mitzva of rejoicing. 
From here the Sages stated: Israelites fulfill their obligation 
to eat peace-offerings of rejoicing with their vow offerings and 
gift offerings and likewise with animal tithes. 


And the priests fulfill their obligation of rejoicing with the meat 
of sin-offerings and guilt-offerings, and with firstborn offerings, 
and with the breast and thigh’? of peace-offerings. One might 
have thought that they can fulfill their obligation even by eating 
bird-offerings and meal-offerings. Therefore, the verse states: 
“And you shall rejoice in your feast.” 


BACKGROUND 


Due to the red dye — xN17D7 own: The proper method of 
tithing animals is described in several places. The owner would 
allow to pass through a narrow opening all the young sheep 
and cattle that were born in the course of one year and count 
them. Every tenth animal passing by would be marked with 
dye, in fulfillment of the verse: “Whatsoever passes under the 
shepherd's rod” (Leviticus 27:32). 


Breast and thigh - piw mn: The breast and thigh refer to sec- 
tions of the peace-offering that are given to the priests as one of 


But all the other days of Passover - noan nin bs IND: 
Although this halakha is not limited to Passover, as the same 
applies on Sukkot, this baraita specifies Passover because the 
mishna dealt with this Festival. The mishna chose the example 
of Passover so as to distinguish this offering from the Festival 
peace-offering of the fourteenth of Nisan (Zekher LaHagiga). 


With animal tithes - maga Wana: The halakhic authorities 
ask why it is permitted to bring an animal tithe for the purpose 
of the Festival peace-offering ab initio. The commentaries on 
the Rambam write that although according to some opinions 
second-tithe money is consecrated property and therefore 
should not be used for personal consumption, the animal tithe 
actually belongs to its owners (Lehem Mishne). 


NOTES 


the twenty-four priestly gifts (see Leviticus 7:29-34). In contrast 
to some of the other priestly gifts, which may be eaten only by 
male priests inside the precincts of the Temple, the breast and 
thigh may be eaten by male or female members of the priestly 
family throughout the city of Jerusalem. This difference stems 
from the fact that the breast and thigh come from the portion 
that belongs to the one who brought the offering, whereas the 
priest's portion of a sin-offering, for example, comes from the 
part that is set aside for God. 


From where may it be inferred that this... measure [missat] - 
DDN MTT YAWA INA: In the Jerusalem Talmud a different 
halakha is derived from the term measure, i.e., that it is per- 
mitted to bring the Festival peace-offering from second-tithe 
money. This is based on a verbal analogy between the term 
missat stated with regard to the Festival peace-offering and 
the phrase: “Carry it [seeto]” (Deuteronomy 14:24), which 
appears in connection with second tithe. A similar verbal anal- 
ogy is based on the term rejoicing, which features in both 
of these contexts. Furthermore, the Gemara there cites in 
this context the verse: “Benjamin’s tribute [masat Binyamin]" 
(Genesis 43:34), as there too the term means an addition 
beyond the basic amount. 
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This teaches that eating those animals from which the Festival 
peace-offering may come," i.e., sheep and cattle, is a fulfillment 
of the mitzva of rejoicing. This excludes these, i.e., bird-offerings 
and meal-offerings, from which the Festival peace-offering may 
not come.“# 


Rav Ashisaid: There is no need to derive this halakha from “And 
you shall rejoice in your feast” by explaining that the word feast 
is referring to the Festival peace- offering. Rather, this halakha is 
derived simply from the phrase “And you shall rejoice.” This 
excludes those bird-offerings and meal-offerings that do not 
have an element of rejoicing, as the joy of eating is provided only 
by animal meat. 


The Gemara asks: And what does Rav Ashi do with the phrase: 
“In your feast”? The Gemara answers: That phrase comes to 
teach in accordance with the statement of Rav Daniel bar 
Ketina. As Rav Daniel bar Ketina said that Rav said: From 
where is it derived that one may not marry a woman on the 
intermediate days of the Festival? As it is stated: “And you 
shall rejoice in your feast,” indicating that one should rejoice 
only in your feast and not with your wife." 


MI S H NA One who has many eaters, i.e., members 


of his household, and a small amount 
of property, may bring many peace-offerings and few burnt- 
offerings, so he can feed the members of his household with 
the peace-offerings. If one has much property and few eaters, 
he should bring many burnt-offerings and few peace- 
offerings. 


If both these and those, his property and the members of his 
household, are few, with regard to this individual it is stated in 
the mishna (2a) that the Sages established the smallest amount 
of one silver ma‘a for the burnt-offering of appearance in the 
Temple and two silver coins for the Festival peace-offerings. If 
both his eaters and his property are many, with regard to this 
individual it is stated: “Every man shall give as he is able," 
according to the blessing of the Lord your God, which He has 
given you” (Deuteronomy 16:17)." 


GE M ARA With regard to the mishna’s statement 


that one who has many eaters and a 
small amount of property may bring many peace-offerings, the 
Gemara asks: From where can he bring many peace-offerings? 
He does not have much property. Rav Hisda said: He combines 
his property with the second-tithe money and brings a large 
bull. In this way he will have a lot of meat from the peace-offering. 
Rav Sheshet said to him: The Sages said that one may combine 
an animal with another animal. 


Since Rav Sheshet’s objection is unclear, the Gemara asks: What 
is he saying to Rav Hisda? If we say that he was saying to him 
as follows: They said that one may only combine an animal 
with another animal, but one may not combine money with 
other money to purchase one large bull, then let him simply 
say: One may not combine money with other money. Rather, 
this is what he said to him: The Sages said that one may even 
combine an animal with another animal. Why did you, Rav 
Hisda, limit him to the purchase of one large animal? Why not 
also suggest that this individual may bring other animals from 
second-tithe money? 


NOTES 


Those from which the Festival peace-offering may come — 
DA ANA yaw a: This does not mean that all the details of 
the halakhot of peace-offerings of rejoicing are precisely the 
same as those of Festival peace-offerings. Rather, it simply 
means that the animals that can be used for Festival peace- 
offerings are also those suitable for peace-offerings of rejoic- 
ing (Zekher LaHagiga). 


From which the Festival peace-offering may not come — 
aoma Aa HIN prew: In the Jerusalem Talmud this halakha 
is derived from the chapter that deals with the ceremony 
on Mount Gerizim and Mount Ebal. Indeed, several halakhot 
pertaining to the Festival peace-offering are derived from 
these verses. It is stated there: “And you shall sacrifice 
[vezavahta] peace-offerings” (Deuteronomy 27:7), and sacrific- 
ing [zeviha] refers only to animal offerings, not bird-offerings 
or meal-offerings. 


In your feast and not with your wife - awya xh) ana: 
Why does the term “your feast” specifically exclude a wife? 
Some commentaries explain that this is because the phrase 


“you and your household,’ i.e. husband and wife together, is 


mentioned in connection with the mitzva of rejoicing on the 
Festival. Therefore, it is necessary to state that the rejoicing of 
the Festival must be focused on the Festival itself, not on one’s 
new wife (Zekher LaHagiga). 


Every man shall give as he is able, etc. — ^% #19 nAn WN: 

Rashi explains that the phrase “every man sha i give as he is 
able” refers to multiple burnt-offerings, while “according to the 
blessing of the Lord” means peace-offerings. Others interpret 
in the opposite manner: “Every man shall give as he is able” 
refers specifically to peace-offerings, as one not only brings 
these as offerings, but he also gives them to the members of 
his household to eat (Maharsha). 


HALAKHA 


From which the Festival peace-offering may not come — 
Di AKA maan pxw: The Festival peace-offering must be an 
animal (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 1:1). 


One may not marry...on the intermediate days of the 
Festival — yina wgYII pr: One may not marry on the inter- 
mediate days of a Festival, even if he does not celebrate the 
marriage with a feast (Magen Avraham), nor may one perform 
levirate marriage during the intermediate days of a Festival. 
However, it is permitted to betroth a woman on these days, 
provided that he does not celebrate by holding a betrothal 
feast at the home of his betrothed, although he may do so in 
another place. Furthermore, it is permitted to remarry one’s 
divorced wife on the intermediate days of the Festival (Shulhan 
Arukh, Orah Hayyim 546:1-2 and Even HaEzer 64:6). 


Peace-offerings and burnt-offerings on the pilgrimage 
Festival -bya mibiyy oyw: One who has a large household 
and few possessions brings many Festival peace-offerings 
and few burnt-offerings of appearance in the Temple. If his 
household is small but he has many possessions, he brings 
many burnt-offerings of appearance and few Festival peace- 
offerings. If he has a small household and few possessions, he 
offers the minimum value of each offering: One silver ma'a 
for a burnt-offering of appearance and two silver coins for 
a Festival peace-offering. If he has a large household and is 
wealthy, with regard to him the verse states: “According to 
the blessing of the Lord your God, which He has given you” 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 11). 
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NOTES 


The baraitot do not disagree - wh xd xm: Rashi 
explains that the baraitot disagree only with regard to 
combining animals, not combining money. Others main- 
tain that the baraitot do not disagree at all, as each is deal- 
ing with a particular circumstance that does not negate 
the other (Josefot Rid). According to this opinion, from the 


fact that one baraita is apparently referring to m 
particular, the Gemara infers that 
specifically to animals (see Turei Aven). 


oney in 


he other baraita refers 


He may return and sacrifice — 29 Nin: There are three 
main explanations of the dispute between Reish Lak- 


ish and Rabbi Yohanan. Some say that they are 
over one's obligation, i.e., is one obligated to sacri 
animals that he did not bring on 
this is merely optional (Meiri). Others maintain 


arguing 
ifice the 


he first day, or perhaps 


hat the 


question is whether he is permitted to return and sacrifice 
more after he stopped, or whether any further sacrifice of 


these offerings violates the prohibition: Do not ad 


dtothe 


mitzvot (Rashi; Rambam). According to these two opin- 


ions, the term: The second day of the Festival, is 
referring to all the remaining days of the Festiva 
ing the intermediate days. The third opinion is 


actually 
, includ- 
hat the 


issue being debated is whether the remaining animals are 


considered part of the obligatory Festival peace- 


offering, 


and therefore it would be permitted to sacrifice t 
the last day of 


nem on 


he Festival, or whether they are gift offer- 


ings, which means that one may not sacrifice them on a 
Festival day (Rabbeinu Hananel). See Josafot and Meiri, 


who maintain 
last interpretation. 
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hat the Jerusalem Talmud supports this 
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The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion did Rav 
Sheshet say this? It is not in accordance with the opinion of 
Hizkiya, who said that one may combine only one animal with 
another animal, and not in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Yohanan, who said that one may combine only money with 
other money. 


And if you would say: It is the amora’im who disagree, whereas 
the baraitot that were cited in support of their opinions do not 
disagree" and therefore Rav Sheshet may present his own opinion 
on the matter, this cannot be the case, as the baraita teaches: The 
first eating must come from non-sacred property. In other words, 
the first animal one eats must come entirely from non-sacred 
property, and combining is permitted only for the second animal. 
This indicates that although one may combine an additional ani- 
mal with that first one, one may not combine money with other 
money to purchase even one animal. 


The Gemara explains. What is the meaning of: The first eating? 
This means that when one combines non-sacred money with 
second-tithe money, the monetary value of the required measure 
of the first eating from the offering must come from non-sacred 
funds. However, the remaining value of that animal may come 
from second-tithe funds. Therefore, according to the opinion of 
Rav Sheshet, one may combine an animal with another animal, 
i.e., by purchasing two separate animals, one from non-sacred 
funds and one from second-tithe money. Another option is to 
purchase one animal with combined funds, provided that the first 
eating is from non-sacred funds. 


§ Ulla said that Reish Lakish said: If one separated ten animals 
for the purpose of his Festival peace-offering, and he sacrificed 
five of them on the first day of the Festival, he may return and 
sacrifice’ the remaining five on the second day of the Festival, 
or on any of the other days. There is no concern for the prohibition 
of: “You shall not add” (Deuteronomy 13:1), as though he were 
celebrating the first day twice, because the remaining offerings 
merely complete the first day’s offerings. Rabbi Yohanan said: 
Since he stopped after the first five offerings on the day on which 
he first brought the Festival peace-offerings, he may no longer 
sacrifice the remaining animals on the other days, as that would 
be considered celebrating an extra day. 


Rabbi Abba said: And these amora’im do not disagree, as they 
are referring to different circumstances. Here, Rabbi Yohanan is 
speaking of a case where one did not specify when he intended 
to sacrifice these offerings, and therefore it is assumed that he 
meant to sacrifice them all on the first day. There, Reish Lakish is 
referring to a case where one explicitly said at the outset that he 
intended to bring them on all the days of the Festival (Rabbeinu 
Hananel). 


The Gemara asks: With regard to this case where he did not 
specify, what are the circumstances? If we say that there was no 
time left in the day to sacrifice, i.e., he brought all his animals 
on the first day and realized that there was not enough time to 
sacrifice all of them, one can assume that the reason that he did 
not bring them is that there was no time left in the day. If so, 
his offering on another day is certainly considered merely the 
completion of the obligations of the first day. In this case his 
bringing of the additional offerings is not prohibited. 


But rather, you must say that this is referring to a case where he 
does not have enough eaters in his household, and as one may 
not have leftovers, he did not sacrifice the remaining offerings. 
Here too, the fact that he did not sacrifice them is because he 
does not have enough eaters. Again, this cannot be the case in 
which it is prohibited to sacrifice the extra offerings. 
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The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary to teach this ruling only 
in a case where there is time left in the day and he has eaters in 
his household. From the fact that he did not sacrifice them on 
the first day of the Festival, one can conclude from it that he left 
them intentionally. Therefore, he is no longer permitted to sacrifice 
them on the other days of the Festival.\" 


The Gemara comments: So too, it is reasonable that Rabbi 
Yohanan agrees that if one specifies his intentions he may sacrifice 
the offerings on the remaining days, as when Ravin came from 
Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia he said that Rabbi Yohanan said: If 
one separated ten animals for his Festival peace-offering, and 
he sacrificed five on the first day of the Festival, he may return 
and sacrifice the other five on the second day of the Festival. 
These two statements of Rabbi Yohanan, cited by Ulla and Ravin 
respectively, apparently contradict each other. 


Rather, isn’t it correct to conclude from this contradiction that 

this statement here is dealing with a case where one did not spec- 
ify, whereas there it is referring to a situation where one stated his 

intentions explicitly? The Gemara concludes: Indeed, conclude 

from here that it is so. 


It was also stated that Rav Shemen bar Abba said that Rabbi 
Yohanan said: 


They taught that one may sacrifice the Festival peace-offering on 
the first Festival day but not on all seven days, as recorded in the 
baraita on this amud below, only in a case where he did not finish. 
However, if he finished, he may go back and sacrifice. 


The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the term: Finish, in this 
context? If we say it means that he finished sacrificing all of his 
offerings, what is he going back to sacrifice? Rather, it means that 
if the day did not end and he still has offerings left over, he may 
not return to sacrifice those on other Festival days. However, if the 
day ended and he had not finished sacrificing his offerings, he may 
go back and sacrifice them. This shows that Rabbi Yohanan con- 
cedes that in these circumstances it is permitted to sacrifice Festival 
peace-offerings during the remaining days of the Festival. 


MI S HN A With regard to one who did not celebrate 


by bringing the Festival peace-offering on 
the first day of the festival of Sukkot, he may celebrate and bring 
it during the entire remaining days of the pilgrimage Festival," 
and even on the final day of the Festival, i.e., on the Eighth Day 
of Assembly." 


NOTES 
is different from the rest: One who was not fit to sacrifice an 


May celebrate during the entire pilgrimage Festival, etc. — 
^) bea bs Mx 331m: Some commentaries point out an apparen 
contradiction: The first use in the mishna of the term festiva 
refers solely to the festival of Sukkot, not including the Eighth 
Day of Assembly. However, when it states a few lines later: If the 
Festival passed and he did not celebrate by bringing the Festiva 
peace-offering, the term apparently includes even the Eighth 
Day of Assembly (Turei Aven). 

The Turei Aven explains that in each instance the term Festiva 
refers only to the first seven days, as the status of the eighth day 


offering during the first seven days may not do so on the eighth 
day, which serves merely as redress for the missed offerings of 
one who was qualified to offer at that time. This is true even 
according to the opinion that each day is available for redress 
for the others. Others claim that the Eighth Day of Assembly 
is a separate Festival, and therefore one is obligated to bring 
a separate Festival peace-offering for this day even if he was 
exempt during the entire festival of Sukkot (Ritva; see Zekher 
LaHagiga at length). 


NOTES 

May he sacrifice the rest or not — 2771 4% ix Dp 
NWIT : In the Jerusalem Talmud this dispute between 
Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish is compared to the dispute 
between Hizkiya and Rabbi Yohanan with regard to com- 
bining. Since Rabbi Yohanan holds that one may combine 
money from one source with money from a different source, 
he evidently maintains that the sacrifice of each animal 
partially fulfills the obligation of the Festival peace-offering. 
Consequently, one may sacrifice these animals on the 
second Festival day, i.e., the first intermediate Festival day. 
However, according to the opinion that one may combine 
only one animal with another, as the remaining animals are 
no longer considered full-fledged Festival peace-offerings, 
their sacrifice does not override the Festival day. 


HALAKHA 

One who did not sacrifice all the offerings he separated — 
waagt napa bs 277 Kw "3: If one separated many 

animals for his Festival peace-offering but sacrificed only 

some of them on the first Festival day, he may not go back 
and sacrifice the rest, as he left them over by choice. How- 
ever, if he could not sacrifice them that same day due to 

time constraints, he may sacrifice them the following day. 
This is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, as 

the halakha follows his opinion when he disagrees with 

Reish Lakish (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 2:7). 


HALAKHA =—W¥—W¥____—__- 
One who did not celebrate on the first day - xo e] 
}iwx7a an: One who did not bring his obligatory burnt- 
offering of appearance and Festival peace-offering on the 
first day of a Festival may sacrifice them on the remain- 
ing days of the Festival (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Hagiga 1:4). 
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HALAKHA 
If the pilgrimage Festival passed and one did not cel- 
ebrate - 3n x) ben Jay: If one did not sacrifice the Fes- 
tival offerings and the Festival passed, he is not obligated 
to make restitution for them. With regard to this situation 
the verse states: “That which is crooked cannot be made 
straight” (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 1:6). 


NOTES 


About this it is stated, that which is crooked, etc. — mw 
"31 MWA Waa: Since the neglect of any positive mitzva 
hat has a limited time for its performance cannot be 
rectified, why is the verse interpreted with regard to this 
case in particular (Turei Aven)? The Turei Aven answers that 
his animal consecrated for the Festival peace-offering 
retains consecrated status and must be sacrificed as a gift 
offering. Consequently, the mishna stresses that even so, 
he obligation of the individual is no longer in effect, and 
herefore if the animal is lost or dies he has no obligation 
o bring another Festival peace-offering in its place. 


One who steals or robs -rin aia: Several commentar- 
ies provide suggestions as to why one might think that 
hese individuals’ sins cannot be rectified. One reason is 
hat if they stole from the public they cannot make full 
restitution, even if there are various ways for the robber 
or thief to return the stolen property (Maharsha; see Yad 
David). 


From where are these matters derived - ton sama: This 
question refers only to the Eighth Day of Assembly; the 
Gemara does not explain from where this principle is 
derived with regard to the first seven days. Some explain 
that it is derived from the verse that deals with Sukkot: 
“And you shall keep it a Festival to the Lord seven days” 
(Leviticus 23:41). By juxtaposition, the same applies to 
the other two pilgrimage Festivals (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


Free, as, if it is not free — man xb WTN: The terms 
used in a verbal analogy must be superfluous | in their 
respective contexts, and therefore free for the analogy. 
If only one of the terms is extraneous, the Sages dispute 
the validity of the analogy. Rabbi Yishmael holds that 
it is entirely valid, whereas others invoke the principle: 
One can derive from a verbal analogy of this kind and 
one can refute it logically. In other words, one may reject 
it on the basis of a suitable challenge. Everyone agrees 
that this principle applies to a verbal analogy in which 
both words are necessary in their own contexts. In this 
specific case, some claim that the term assembly that 
appears in Deuteronomy is necessary for another hala- 
kha and therefore this verbal analogy is not completely 
free. Others explain that this verbal analogy is derived 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yishmael (see 
Rashash; Rabbi Shlomo Cohen). 


BACKGROUND 


Mameer — x313: A mamzer is a child born from relations 
between a married woman and a man other than her 
husband, or between relatives who are forbidden to 
marry by Torah law, where the participants in such a 
relationship are subject to the punishment of karet. An 
exception to this principle is a menstruating woman, 
with whom sexual relations are forbidden under penalty 
of karet, but whose offspring is not a mamzer. The off- 
spring of an unmarried couple is not a mamzer. A mamzer 
inherits his natural father and is halakhically considered 
his father's son in all respects. A mamzer may marry only 
a female mamzer or a convert. Likewise, a female mamzer 
may marry only a mamzer or a convert. 


LANGUAGE 
Not so [/aei] - mgh: From the context, this term means: 
Therefore, or: Certainly this is so. However, its source is 
unknown. Some maintain that it is an amalgamation of 
the Aramaic term for no [/a] and the Greek for son, vié, 
huye (Arukh). If so, it means: No, my son. 
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If the pilgrimage Festival passed and one did not celebrate" by 
bringing the Festival peace-offering, he is not obligated to pay 
restitution for it. Even ifhe consecrated an animal for this purpose 
and it was lost, once the Festival is over he has no obligation 
to replace it, as he has missed the opportunity for performing 
this mitzva. And about this it is stated: “That which is crooked 
cannot be made straight; and that which is wanting cannot 
be numbered” (Ecclesiastes 1:15 )." 


Rabbi Shimon ben Menasya says: Who is the crooked that can- 
not be made straight? This verse is referring to one who engaged 

in intercourse with a woman forbidden to him and fathered a 

mamzer® with her. This individual is unable to rectify his sin, 
because the status of the illegitimate child is permanent. And if 
you say that it is referring to one who steals or robs," although he 

is crooked he can return what he stole and in this manner his sin 

will be rectified. 


Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai says: One calls crooked only someone 
who was initially straight and subsequently became crooked. 
And who is this? This is a Torah scholar who leaves his Torah 
study. Here is an example of something straight that became 
crooked. 


GEMARA The mishna taught that if one did not 


bring his Festival peace-offering on the 
first day of the festival of Sukkot, he may bring it even on the Eighth 
Day of Assembly, despite the fact that it is a separate Festival. The 
Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived?" Rabbi 
Yohanan said in the name of Rabbi Yishmael that this halakha is 
derived by means of a verbal analogy. It is stated: “Assembly” 
(Deuteronomy 16:8), with regard to the seventh day of Passover, 
and it is stated: “Assembly” (Leviticus 23:36), with regard to the 
eighth day of the festival of Sukkot. Just as there, with regard to 
Passover, the day of assembly, i.e., the seventh day of Passover, is 
available for redress, as it is certainly part of the Festival, so too 
here, in the case of Sukkot, the Eighth Day of Assembly is available 
for redress. 


The Gemara adds that the term assembly in each of these contexts 
is free for this verbal analogy, i.e., it is superfluous in both contexts. 
As, if it is not free" the verbal analogy can be refuted, because 
each context in which the term appears contains features that do 
not apply to the other one. What can one say about the seventh 
day of Passover? That it is not distinct from the days preceding 
it with regard to the Festival offerings and the prohibition against 
eating leavened bread. Can you say the same with regard to the 
eighth day of the festival of Sukkot, which is distinct from the 
days preceding it, i.e., that the Eighth Day of Assembly does not 
involve the same mitzvot as the festival of Sukkot? 


However, this is not so [la’ei],| as the term assembly is certainly 

free. Now, what is the meaning of: “assembly [atzeret]”? It means 

that one is stopped [atzur], i.e., prohibited, from performing 

labor. But isn’t it already written: “You shall not perform labor” 
(Deuteronomy 16:8)? Why then do I need this term atzeret that 

the Merciful One writes? Rather, learn from here that it is free 

for the verbal analogy. 


The Gemara comments: And a tanna cites proof from here, as it 
is taught in a baraita with regard to a verse that deals with the 
festival of Sukkot: “And you shall keep it a feast to the Lord seven 
days” (Leviticus 23:41). One might have thought that one may 
continue to celebrate by bringing the Festival peace-offering all 
seven days of the Festival. Therefore, the verse states: “It,” which 
teaches: It, i.e., the first day of the Festival, you shall celebrate 
with these offerings, and you may not celebrate all seven days. If 
so, why is “seven” stated? For redress, i.e., if one failed to bring 
an offering on the first day he may do so all seven days. 
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And from where is it derived that if one did not celebrate by bring- 
ing the Festival peace-offering on the first day of the festival of 
Sukkot that he may continue to celebrate throughout the pilgrim- 
age Festival and even on the last festival day of Sukkot, which is 
the Eighth Day of Assembly? The verse states: “You shall keep it 
in the seventh month” (Leviticus 23:41), which indicates that one 
may bring the Festival offerings even after the seven days of the 
Festival. If the verse said only: “In the seventh month,” one might 
have thought that one may continue to celebrate by bringing the 
offering at any time during the rest of the entire month. Therefore, 
the verse states: “It,” indicating that you celebrate it, i.e., any of the 
Festival days, and you may not celebrate outside of these days. 


Q The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of the concept of redress 
mentioned in the baraita? The Gemara answers that Rabbi Yohanan 
said: The other days are redress for the first day. If one did not 
bring the Festival offering on the first day, he may still do so on the 
remaining days of the Festival. And Rabbi Oshaya said: The days 
are redress for one another. Each day can be considered the main 
day of obligation, i.e., if one did not bring the offering on the first 
available day he may do so on the remaining days." 


The Gemara asks: What is the practical difference between these 
two explanations? Rabbi Zeira said: The practical difference 
between them is in a case of one who was lame on the first day™ 
of the Festival and was healed on the second day. Rabbi Yohanan 
said that the other days are redress for the first day; since he was 
not fit, i.e., was not qualified to sacrifice his offerings on the first 
day, he is not fit to do so even on the second, as the second day is 
redress for the first. The second day is not for those who were com- 
pletely exempt on the first, but for those who were obligated to 
sacrifice but neglected to do so. And Rabbi Oshaya said that the 
days are redress for one another. Consequently, even though he 
was not fit to bring the offering on the first day, he is fit to do so on 
the second. Since a separate obligation applies on each day, even if 
one was unfit to bring the offering on the first day he must do so 
when he becomes fit. 


The Gemara asks: And did Rabbi Yohanan actually say this? Rabbi 
Yohanan was involved in a dispute with regard to a nazirite. A 
nazirite who becomes ritually impure as a result of contact with a 
corpse must undergo a seven-day process of ritual purification, after 
which he must bring a set of offerings and restart counting the days 
of his nazirite period. Usually, a nazirite may bring one set of offer- 
ings even for many occurrences of ritual impurity. However, if he 
came into contact with a corpse for a second time on the eighth day 
after he first became ritually impure he must bring two sets of offer- 
ings, as the second impurity occurred at a time when he could have 
begun counting the days of his nazirite vow again. The amora’im 
dispute the details of this halakha. 


The Gemara continues. Didn’t Hizkiya say that if a nazirite became 
ritually impure on the eighth day’ itself, he brings a second set of 
offerings? However, if he became ritually impure on the previous 
night" he does not bring an additional set of offerings, because 
he could not have brought the offering at night. Although seven 
complete days have passed, as he did not yet have the opportunity 
to bring the offering, it is as though his seven days were not yet 
complete. Consequently, he may still bring one set of offerings for 
the two instances of ritual impurity. 


One who was lame on the first day — jiw] Dia wm: The 
commentaries discuss whether this dispute also applies to 
one who was a minor on the first day and became an adult 
during the Festival. Was he never obligated in this mitzva, or 
was his obligation merely delayed until later in the Festival? 


(see Petah Einayim). 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 


The nature of the days of redress — Paban yoy T: 
Any offerings sacrificed after the first day of the Festival 
are considered redress for the first day (Rambam Sefer Kor- 
banot, Hilkhot Hagiga 1:6). This ruling is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan, despite the fact that Rabbi 
Oshaya was his teacher, as the Gemara discusses Rabbi 
Yohanan’s opinion in a manner that indicates that this is the 
halakha (Kesef Mishne). Some explain that the Rabbi Oshaya 
mentioned here is a different amora, who was not Rabbi 
Yohanan’s teacher (Lehem Mishne). 


One who was lame on the first day — ;iwx7 Oa HM: One 
who was lame or blind on the first Festival day is exempt 
from the mitzva of appearance in the Temple. Even if he 
was healed after the first day he is still not obligated, as the 
remaining days of the Festival are merely redress for the first 
day. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 2:5). 


He became ritually impure in the day or at night - xav 
aba diva: One who became ritually impure on the first 
night of the Festival is exempt from appearing in the Temple 
even if he was purified the following day. However, if he 
became ritually impure on the first day of the Festival he is 
obligated to bring his burnt-offering of appearance as well 
as his Festival peace-offering sometime during the Festi- 
val, when he is purified. The halakha is in accordance with 
the opinion of Hizkiya, who was Rabbi Yohanan's teacher. 
Furthermore, the conclusion of the Gemara indicates that 
Rabbi Yohanan conceded to Hizkiya’s opinion (Rambam 
Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 2:5). 


A nazirite became ritually impure on the eighth day - xay) 
dia: Many commentaries maintain that this dispute refers to a 
nazirite (Rashi; Tosafot; Rabbeinu Hananel; Rabbeinu Gershom 
Meor HaGola on Keritot 8a). Others contend that this dispute 
also concerns the Festival peace-offering itself: If one became 
ritually impure on the first night he has no further obligation, 


despite the fact that he could not have sacrificed the offering at 
that time (Rambam; Meiri). This explains why the Rambam rules 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yohanan as opposed 
to that of Rabbi Oshaya, as Hizkiya agrees with Rabbi Yohanan’s 
ruling, which means that Rabbi Yohanan's ruling is the majority 
opinion (see Sefat Emet). 
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HALAKHA 
The second Pesah -3% mba: The second Pesah is a separate 
Festival, not merely redress for the first Pesah. Furthermore, 
the second Pesah offering overrides Shabbat. One who 
neglects to bring this offering when he is obligated to do 
so is liable to receive karet (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Korban Pesah 5:1). 
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And Rabbi Yohanan said: Even if the nazirite became ritually 
impure on the night on which the eighth day begins, he also brings 
a second set of offerings. Rabbi Yohanan maintains that this nazirite 
is effectively ready to begin counting the days of his vow again, as 
only the technicality that one may not bring offerings at night pre- 
vents him from doing so. This shows that according to the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan, even when one is incapable of sacrificing his 
offerings, his obligation remains intact. So too, in the case of a lame 
person, his obligation to bring the Festival offering applies in theory 
even on the first day, which means that he should be able to bring 
the offerings at a later date during the Festival. 


Rabbi Yirmeya said: The case of one who cannot bring an offering 
due to ritual impurity is different. He is not completely disquali- 
fied, as there is redress for ritual purity. This can be demonstrated 
from the halakha of the second Pesah. Just as one who is ritually 
impure and may not sacrifice the Paschal offering has the opportu- 
nity to redress the situation by means of the second Pesah, so too, 
anyone who cannot bring an offering due to impurity may redress 
this at a later date. 


Rav Pappa strongly objects to this reasoning: This works out well 
according to the one who said that the second Pesah 


is redress for the first Paschal offering. According to this opinion, 
it is clear that ritual impurity does not nullify one’s obligation. How- 
ever, according to the one who said that the second Pesah" is a 
separate pilgrimage Festival, established for those who were 
unable to sacrifice the Paschal offering at the proper time, what is 
there to say? In that case, Rav Yirmeya’s answer does not apply, and 
therefore it remains unclear that Rabbi Yohanan holds that one who 
is not obligated in the Festival offerings on the first day is exempt 
during the remaining days. 


Rather, Rav Pappa said: Rabbi Yohanan holds that night is not 
considered part ofa date whose time has not yet arrived. Although 
one may not sacrifice offerings at night, the date itself has arrived 
and his period of impurity is complete, which is why any further 
impurity requires a second set of offerings. Consequently, Rabbi 
Yohanan’s opinion with regard to a lame person does not contradict 
his ruling concerning a nazirite. The Gemara asks: And did Rabbi 
Yohanan actually say this, that night is not considered part of a date 
whose time has not yet arrived? 


NOTES 


The second Pesah — W np: The halakha of the second Pesah 
is stated explicitly in the Torah (Numbers 9:9-14). One who was 
ritually impure or far from Jerusalem at the time for the sacri- 
ficing of the Paschal offering must sacrifice that offering one 
month later, on the fourteenth of lyyar. The tanna‘im dispute 
whether the second Pesah is merely redress for the Paschal 
offering’s omission, or whether it is a separate Festival that is 
incumbent only upon one who did not sacrifice the Paschal 
offering (Pesahim 93a). The practical differences between these 
opinions concern two main areas: What is the halakha if some- 
one intentionally refrained from bringing the Paschal offering. 


Does he have an opportunity for rectification on the second 
Pesah? If the second Pesah is redress for the first, an intentiona 
sinner does not have recourse to this option. Furthermore, wha 
appens if one who is obligated to observe the second Pesah 
intentionally neglects this offering? If it is considered a Festiva 
in its own right he is liable to receive karet for this willful sin. 
Likewise, there is a difference with respect to one who was 
not obligated to bring a Paschal offering on the fourteenth o 
isan but who is obligated to perform mitzvot at the time o 
he second Pesah, e.g., a convert or a minor. If the second Pesah 
is redress for the first, he does not bring this offering. 
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But didn’t Rabbi Yohanan say: A zav at the end of his seven-day 
purification process who saw" that he experienced one emission at 
night" and then two in the day brings additional offerings for the 
second impurity? Had he experienced the emissions before he 
became ritually pure, he would have been required to bring only 
one set of offerings. However, once his purification is complete he 
must bring a separate set. In this case, the first emission occurred 
before he was able to sacrifice the offerings for his initial period of 
impurity. Nevertheless, as the two subsequent sightings occurred 
during the day, and they alone would suffice to confer upon him 
the status of a zav, they combine with the one from the previous 
night and he is required to bring new offerings. 


However, if he saw two emissions at night and one in the day, he 
does not bring additional offerings, because at night he could not 
yet sacrifice the offerings owed due to his current status, and with- 
out those two new sightings he would not become a zav again. And 
if it enters your mind that Rabbi Yohanan holds that night is not 
considered a date whose time has not yet arrived, then even in the 
case where he saw two emissions at night and one in the day he 
should have to bring another set of offerings. He already reached 
the date of sacrificing the previous offerings before these new emis- 
sions occurred. This indicates that Rabbi Yohanan holds that night 
is considered part of a date whose time has not yet arrived. 


The Gemara answers: When Rabbi Yohanan said this statement, 
he spoke according to the one who says that night" is considered 
part ofa date whose time has not yet arrived." However, he himself 
maintains that even if a zav saw all three emissions at night he must 
bring another offering. The Gemara asks: If he spoke only accord- 
ing to the one who says that opinion, it is obvious that no new 
offerings are required; what novel idea did Rabbi Yohanan intend 
to express? The Gemara answers: Nevertheless, it was necessary 
for him to teach the case of a zav who saw two in the day and one 
at night. 


The Gemara elaborates: It was necessary for Rabbi Yohanan to say 
this, lest it enter your mind to say in the manner of the strong 
objection of Rav Sheisha, son of Rav Idi (see Keritot 8a), who 
holds that there is no reason to distinguish between a zav seeing 
one or two emissions at night. Therefore, Rabbi Yohanan teaches 
us that the halakha is in accordance with the opinion of Rav Yosef, 
that the first sighting confers merely the status of ritual impurity of 
one who has a seminal emission, and he is not yet classified as a zav. 
Consequently, there is a difference between one who experienced 
one emission at night and one who experienced two. 


§ The mishna taught that if the pilgrimage Festival passed and 
one did not celebrate it by sacrificing a Festival peace-offering, he 
is not obligated to pay restitution for it. And about this it is 
stated: “That which is crooked cannot be made straight; and that 
which is wanting cannot be numbered” (Ecclesiastes 1:15). 


The Sage bar Hei Hei” said to Hillel that if this is the correct inter- 
pretation of the verse, this term: “Be numbered [lehimanot]”" is 
apparently inappropriate. It should have said: Be filled. Rather, 
this verse is referring to one whose friends reached a consensus 
[manuhu ] with regard to a matter of a mitzva and he was not part 
of their consensus, and therefore he missed his opportunity to join 
them in the performance of the mitzva. 


Bar Hei Hei - *7 Ħ7 53: The tradition is that this Sage and his col- 
league ben Bag Bag were converts. Some say they were converted 
by Hillel the Elder, against the advice of Shammai, as related in 
Shabbat 30b. The name bar Hei Hei alludes to his status as a convert, 
as the letter hei was added to the name of Abraham, considered 


PERSONALITIES 


the first convert (see 3a). It is also likely that he was called by this 
name to hide his identity from the government. Bar Hei Hei is 
cited at the end of Avot (chapter 5) as the author of the saying: 
According to the exertion is the reward, which fits in well with 
the story cited here. 


NOTES 


Saw -= Ax: This refers to a zav, a man suffering from 
gonorrhea. The halakhot of the severe ritual impurity 
caused by this condition are detailed in the Torah 
(Leviticus 15:1-15) and in tractate Zavim. The zav 
becomes ritually impure as a result of the secretion 
of a white, pus-like discharge from his penis. A man 
who sees, i.e., experiences, a discharge of that kind 
on one occasion becomes ritually impure for one day, 
like a man who discharges semen. If he experiences 
a second discharge on the same day or the following 
day, or a prolonged initial discharge, he contracts the 
more severe ritual impurity of a zav, which lasts seven 


days. If he experiences a 


hird discharge within the 


next twenty-four hours, he is obligated to bring a pair 


of doves as part of his pur 
sin-offering and the other 


ification process, one for a 
or a burnt-offering. 


Night is part of a date whose time has not yet 
arrived — pat Bina mio: It is clear that one may not 
sacrifice offerings at night. However, some Sages 
maintain that this is merely a technical issue, which 
does not negate the fact that the same status applies 
to the night as it does to the following day. Conversely, 
others maintain that since one may sacrifice offer- 
ings only from the following morning, no obligations 
concerning that offering exist at night. Nazirites are 
included among those ritually impure people who 
have completed their purification process but have 
not yet brought their offerings and therefore lack 
atonement, as their purity is determined not only by 
a particular date but also by an offering. With regard 
to these individuals, there are practical ramifications 
to this apparently theoretical issue: Are events that 
occur at night related to the following day or not? 


Be numbered - nina: Some explain that the 
mishna is referring to one who failed to arrive and be 
counted as part of acommunal prayer, which is some- 
thing wanting that cannot be numbered (Maharsha). 


HALAKHA 

Who saw one emission at night, etc. — NAN 7%] 
3) mova: Ifa zav whose secretions ceased and who 
counted seven clean days subsequently experienced 
an emission on the eighth night and two more on 
the eighth day, these sightings combine and he is 
obligated to bring a second set of offerings. If he expe- 
rienced two sightings of a zav on the eighth night 
and one on the eighth day, these sightings do not 
combine and he is not obligated to bring a second 
set. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Mehusrei Kappara 3:5). 


Night - aby: Night is considered part of a date whose 
time has not yet arrived, as one cannot sacrifice an 
offering at night (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Mehusrei Kappara 3:4). 


VATN PID: HAGIGA ` PEREK I: 9B 


247 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


— HALAKHA = —————————- 
One who omitted a prayer — avon paw »3: One who inten- 
tionally failed to pray cannot redress this omission. If he wishes, 
he may recite a voluntary prayer without adding a novel ele- 
ment to his prayer, despite the fact that generally one may recite 
a voluntary prayer only if he adds a novel aspect to his prayers, 
ie. something reflecting his personal needs (see Berakhot 29b). 
This is the case provided that he prays shortly after the missed 
prayer. Some say he is not permitted to pray voluntarily without 
adding a new element to his prayer (Bah). Others distinguish 
between one who intentionally missed the afternoon prayer, 
who may pray the evening prayer twice, and one who omitted 
the evening and morning prayers, in which case he must add 
a novel element if he adds a voluntary prayer (Ateret Zahav). 
According to the Kaf HaHayyim, nowadays one should not recite 
a voluntary prayer at all (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 108:7). 


NOTES 

One hundred, and one hundred and one — ANN) TNA TNA: 
One who regularly reviews his studies one hundred times and 
no more is called “he who does not serve Him.” This is because 
true service of God involves performing actions beyond one's 
regular routine. Many commentaries suggest that there are 
special meanings to this extra review. Some interpret the term: 
One, as a reference to the lofty soul of a human being, the 
divine spark within him, beyond the regular service of God 
(see Maharsha). Others interpret this statement based on the 
numerical value of Hebrew letters: The number one hundred 
has the same numerical value as one of the names of Satan, 
Sam, whereas one hundred and one represents Michael, the 
protecting angel of Israel (Maharsha; Riaf). 


| have refined you but not as silver — 733 x) “pray: Rashi 
apparently interprets this phrase as: And not as silver is refined. 
Others explain: | have chosen for you the proper remedy and it 
is not with silver. Rather, the remedy is through a lack of silver, 
i.e., money (Maharsha). According to this interpretation, the two 
halves of the verse bear parallel meanings. 


Like a red bridle - xpa x192 dD: Some explain that this bridle 
is not pretty in its own right, but becomes a beautiful decoration 
when placed upon a white horse. Similarly, although poverty 
is not inherently appealing, it serves to elevate the Jewish 
people. 


LANGUAGE 
Bridle [barza] - 113: Apparently derived from the Aramaic, 
meaning strap or halter. Others say it is from the Greek Bupoivn, 
bursiné, meaning a leather mat placed on a horse (see Arukh). 
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This explanation is also taught in a baraita. The meaning of 
the verse “That which is crooked cannot be made straight; and 
that which is wanting cannot be numbered” is as follows: “That 
which is crooked cannot be made straight” is referring to 
one who omitted the recitation of the morning Shema or 
the recitation of the evening Shema, or who omitted the 
morning prayer or the evening prayer." “And that which 
is wanting cannot be numbered” is referring to one whose 
friends reached a consensus with regard to a matter of a 
mitzva and he was not part of their consensus. 


The Gemara records another discussion between bar Hei Hei 
and Hillel. Bar Hei Hei said to Hillel: What is the meaning of 
that which is written: “Then you shall again discern between 
the righteous and the wicked, between he who serves God 
and he who does not serve Him” (Malachi 3:18). There are two 
redundancies here: “The righteous” is the same as “he who 
serves God,’ and “the wicked” is the same as “he who does 
not serve Him.” Hillel said to him: The one “who serves Him 
and the one “who does not serve Him” are both referring to 
completely righteous people. But the verse is hinting at a 
distinction between them, as one who reviews his studies one 
hundred times is not comparable to one who reviews his 
studies one hundred and one times." 


» 


Bar Hei Hei said to him: And due to one extra time that he did 

not review, the verse calls him a person “who does not serve 

Him”? He said to him: Yes. Go and learn from the market of 
donkey drivers. One can hire a driver to travel up to ten para- 
sangs for one dinar. However, he will travel eleven parasangs 

only for two dinars. This shows that any departure beyond the 

norm is considered a significant difference. 


The Gemara relates that Elijah the prophet said to bar Hei Hei, 
and some say that he said this to Rabbi Elazar: What is the 

meaning of that which is written: “Behold, I have refined you, 
but not as silver;" I have tried you in the furnace of affliction 

[oni]” (Isaiah 48:10)? This teaches that the Holy One, Blessed 

be He, sought after all good character traits to impart them 

to the Jewish people, and He found only poverty [aniyut] 

capable of preventing them from sin. Shmuel said, and some 

say it was Rav Yosef: This explains the folk saying that people 

say: Poverty is good for the Jewish people like a red bridle 

[barza]"' for a white horse. Just as a red bridle accentuates the 

white color of the horse, so the challenge of poverty draws out 
the purity of the Jewish people. 


§ The mishna taught that Rabbi Shimon ben Menasya says: 
Who is the crooked that cannot be made straight? This verse 
is referring to one who engaged in intercourse with a woman 
forbidden to him and fathered a mamzer with her. The 
Gemara infers from the mishna: If he fathers a child, yes, this 
verse applies, as he cannot remedy the situation; if he does not 
father a child, no, the verse does not apply, as he can make 
amends. 


The Gemara asks: Isn’t it taught in a baraita that Rabbi Shimon 
ben Menasya says: If a person steals it is possible that he 
might return his stolen property and be made straight; if a 
person robs from another it is possible that he might return 
his robbed property and be made straight. However, one 
who has sexual relations with a married woman with her 
consent and thereby renders her forbidden to her husband is 
banished from the world and passes away. There is no way for 
him to rectify the situation and achieve atonement, because a 
married woman who willingly has sexual relations with another 
man is permanently forbidden to her husband. 
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Rabbi Shimon ben Yohai says: Someone who wants to examine 
an animal for blemishes to bring it as an offering does not say: 
Inspect the camel, or: Inspect the pig, as these are inherently 
disqualified for the altar. Rather, he says: Inspect the lamb. Simi- 
larly, the term: “Crooked,” applies only to one who was previously 
straight. And who is this? This is a Torah scholar who leaves his 
Torah study. 


Rabbi Yehuda ben Lakish said: Any Torah scholar who 
leaves the Torah, about him the verse says: “As a bird that 
wanders" from her nest, so is a man who wanders from his 
place” (Proverbs 27:8). And it says: “What unrighteousness 
have your fathers found in Me, that they are gone far from Me?” 
(Jeremiah 2:5). This indicates that the punishment is greater for 
one who was close to God and became distant from Him. In 
any case, there is a contradiction here, as in the mishna Rabbi 
Shimon ben Menasya says that the act of one who fathers an 
illegitimate child is crooked and cannot be straightened, whereas 
in the baraita he says the same applies to anyone who has forbid- 
den sexual relations, regardless of whether or not he fathers a 


child. 


The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. Here, the mishna is 
dealing with a case where he had forbidden sexual relations with 
his unmarried sister. Although the intercourse itself is a severe 
sin, if he does not sire a child it can be rectified through repen- 
tance. There, in the baraita, it is referring to a case where he 
sinned with a married woman, causing irreparable damage to 
her marriage. And if you wish, say instead: This and that are both 
referring to a married woman. And it is not difficult. Here, the 
mishna is dealing 


with a rape, in which case it is not prohibited for the woman to 
return to her husband. There, it is referring to a woman who had 
relations willfully, and therefore she is forbidden to her husband. 
And if you wish, say that this and that are both dealing with a 
rape, and it is still not difficult. Here, where the transgression 
cannot be rectified, it is referring to one who raped the wife ofa 
priest, as it is forbidden for a priest to have relations with his wife 
once she has intercourse with any other man, even unwillingly. 
There, it is referring to one who raped the wife of an Israelite, in 
which case there is no prohibition against her returning to her 
husband. 


Since the Gemara mentioned a Torah scholar who abandons the 
study of Torah, it cites a relevant verse: “Neither was there any 
peace to him that went out or came in due to the adversary” 
(Zechariah 8:10). Rav said: Once a person leaves the study of 
halakha, i.e., Mishna and Gemara, even for the study of the 
Torah itself, he will no longer have peace." The verses of the 
Torah are often obscure and it is difficult to learn halakha directly 
from them without the aid of the interpretations of the Talmud. 


And Shmuel said: This is referring to one who leaves the study 
of Talmud to learn Mishna. Whereas the reasoning of the Tal- 
mud is relatively clear, the Mishna cites legal rulings without 
explaining their reasoning. And Rabbi Yohanan said: The verse 
applies even to one who leaves the study of one Talmud for the 
other Talmud," i.e., who leaves off his study of the Jerusalem 
Talmud to begin the Babylonian Talmud, as he will encounter 
difficulties with the new style of learning. 


NOTES 
As a bird that wanders, etc. — ^3) N7Ti2 Tis¥D: A Sage is con- 
stantly reciting Torah, just as a bird is always chirping and sing- 
ing. One who abandons the study hall may continue to speak, 
but no longer talks of Torah; this is like a bird that has wandered 
from its place (Maharsha). 


NOTES 


Once a person leaves the study of halakha for the study of 
the Torah he will no longer have peace — 12772 D1 K¥PY [PD 
pibw i pr aw weap tat maha: If one who is familiar with the 
Sages’ explanations of Torah verses studies the simple meaning 
of the verses, he will find it difficult to reconcile many of the 
rabbinic interpretations with the text itself. On occasion there 
are even rabbinic explanations of certain verses that uproot the 
plain meaning of the text, to the extent that the ruling of the 
Sages stands in direct opposition to the apparent meaning of 
the verse. One example of this is the interpretation of “An eye 
for an eye” (Exodus 21:24) as requiring monetary payment. Rav 
is suggesting that these experiences can be disturbing to a 
student of halakha, who must come to accept that rabbinic tra- 
ditions often differ from the plain meaning of the verse, despite 
the saying of the Sages that a verse always maintains its plain 
meaning (Midrash Shlomo). 


Talmud for Talmud - mayah sabrina: Rashi explains that this is 
referring to a change from the Jerusalem Talmud to the Babylo- 
nian Talmud, which has more complex reasoning and is more 
confusing. Others maintain the opposite, that this refers to a 
change from the Babylonian Talmud to the Jerusalem Talmud, 
whose methodologies of learning are not identical (Rabbeinu 
Hananel). Others likewise explain that this refers to a change 
from the detailed Babylonian Talmud, with its well-defined, 
conceptual analysis, to the shorter and more obscure discus- 
sions of the Jerusalem Talmud (Tosefot Rid). 
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NOTES 

Fly in the air - 3 pris: The difference between 
halakhot described as flying in the air and those defined 
as mountains suspended by a hair is that the former 
are not based on any explicit Torah source, as they are 
all derived from subtle allusions. By contrast, those 
halakhot described as mountains suspended by a hair 
do have an explicit source in the Torah, but the source 
does not include the many details of the halakhot (see 
Turei Aven). 


Mountains suspended by a hair - nwwa pond own: 
Some commentaries explain that this refers to two 
mountains hanging by one thread, which do not fall or 
crash into each other (Maharsha). 


The dissolution of vows - m ay: The Torah does 
delineate the halakhot of the annulment of vows (Num- 
bers, chapter 26): A father can annul his daughter's vows 
and a husband has the power to annul his wife's vows. 
However, the Torah does not say that one who regrets 
his vow may request that a Sage dissolve it. Although 
the Sages dispute the parameters of this halakha, they 
all agree in principle that dissolution can be performed, 
notwithstanding the fact that at the time of his vow this 
individual intended to accept it upon himself and he was 
of sound mind and free to make informed decisions. 


The halakhot have something to support them - w”? 
saab mna by om: This does not mean that these 
halakhot are mentioned explicitly in the Torah. Rather, 
the idea is that they can be derived directly from the 
verses (Meiri). Some commentaries maintain that these 
halakhot are supported by a verbal analogy, which is a 
traditionally acceptable mode of derivation (Turei Aven). 


Clear utterance is for prohibition — sone Tybo: 

Some commentaries maintain that this concept of a 
clear utterance for prohibition concerns a different issue, 
i.e., that the vows of a minor one year before he or she 
reaches majority are of substance (Tosefot Rid). 


ya rm: The commentaries raise a difficulty:1 This verse 
is apparently referring to God's oath, in the wake of the 
sin of the spies, that He would not bring that generation 
of Jews into Eretz Yisrael. If so, the statement of Rabbi 
Yehoshua is puzzling, as God did not retract this vow 
(Tosafot). Rashi explains that Rabbi Yehoshua maintains 
that the mention of God's anger indicates that He could 
have retracted the vow because it was uttered in anger, 
although He chose not to do so. Tosafot answer that the 
verse is referring to the World-to-Come, as indicated by 
its continuation: “Into My rest.” If so, it is reasonable to 
suggest that God did retract His vow and that generation 
merited the World-to-Come. 


If I had been there — on7 »x17 oe: In the Jerusalem 
Talmud a reference to the dissolution of vows is derived 
rom the fact that the topic of vows was taught “to the 
heads of the tribes” (Numbers 30:2). It can be inferred 
rom this verse that vows may be dissolved by those 
heads of tribes. Some explain that although the Baby- 
onian Talmud accepts that this halakha is derived from 
he verse in this manner, it is nevertheless correct to say 
hat these halakhot fly in the air, as this entire issue is not 
explicitly mentioned in the Torah (Siah Yitzhak). 
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MI S H N A Incidental to the Festival peace-offering, 


the mishna describes the nature of various 
areas of Torah study. The halakhot of the dissolution of vows, 
when one requests from a Sage to dissolve them, fly in the air" 
and have nothing to support them, as these halakhot are not 
mentioned explicitly in the Torah. There is only a slight allusion 
to the dissolution of vows in the Torah, which is taught by the 
Sages as part of the oral tradition. 


The halakhot of Shabbat, Festival peace-offerings, and misuse 
of consecrated property are like mountains suspended by a 
hair," as they have little written about them in the Torah, and yet 
the details of their halakhot are numerous. The details of mon- 
etary law, sacrificial rites, ritual purity and impurity, and the 
halakhot of those with whom relations are forbidden all have 
something to support them, i.e., there is ample basis in 
the Torah for these halakhot, and these are the essential parts 
of Torah. 


G E M ARA It is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Eliezer 

said: The halakhot of the dissolution of 
vows" have something to support them," as it is stated: “When 
a man shall clearly utter a vow” (Leviticus 27:2), and: “When 
either man or woman shall clearly utter a vow” (Numbers 6:2), 
i.e., the words “clearly utter” appear twice. One clear utterance 
is for prohibition," i.e., when one states his intention to accept 
the vow, and one clear utterance is for dissolution, when he 
provides the Sage with a reason why the vow should no longer 
apply. This is an allusion in the Torah to the annulment of vows. 


Rabbi Yehoshua likewise says: These halakhot have something 
to support them, as it is stated: “Wherefore I swore in My 
wrath” (Psalms 95:11), meaning: In my wrath I swore, and I 
retracted." This is the basis for the dissolution of vows, in which 
the one who uttered the vow tells the Sage that he regrets it, as he 
did so in amoment of anger. 


Rabbi Yitzhak says: These halakhot have something to support 

them, as it is stated: “Whoever is of a willing heart, let him bring 

it” (Exodus 35:5). This verse indicates that as long as one retains 

the same desire to fulfill the vow, he must continue to fulfill it, but 

if he regrets taking the vow he may arrange for it to be dissolved. 
Hananya, son of Rabbi Yehoshua’s brother, also says: They 
have something to support them, as it is stated: “I have sworn, 
and have fulfilled it, to observe your righteous ordinances” 
(Psalms 119:106). This verse indicates that certain oaths need 

not be fulfilled, i.e., those that have been dissolved. 


Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: If I had been there," sitting 
with those Sages, I would have said to them: My source is better 
than yours, as it is stated: “He shall not nullify his word” (Num- 
bers 30:3), from which it may be inferred: He himself cannot 
nullify his word; however, others, i.e., a Sage, may nullify it for 
him by dissolving his vow. Rava said: For all of the suggested 
sources for the dissolution of vows there is a possible refutation, 
except for that of Shmuel, for which there is no refutation. 


Rava elaborates. As, if it is derived from the statement of Rabbi 
Eliezer, perhaps the phrase: “Clearly utter” should be understood 
in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, who said an 
alternative interpretation in the name of Rabbi Tarfon. As it is 
taught in a baraita with regard to two people who are arguing 
whether or not someone who passed before them is a nazirite, 
each of them declaring that ifhe is correct he himself will become 
a nazirite, Rabbi Yehuda says in the name of Rabbi Tarfon: 
Actually, neither of them is a nazirite, as naziriteship is effected 
only by means of a clear utterance and neither party is certain 
they will be a nazirite at the time of their utterance. He derives 
this halakha from this phrase: “Clearly utter.” 
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Similarly, ifit is derived from the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua, 
perhaps this is what the verse is saying: In my wrath I swore 
and I do not take it back, despite the fact that it was stated in a 
moment of anger. If it is derived from the statement of Rabbi 
Yitzhak, perhaps the phrase “a willing heart” comes to exclude 
the statement of Shmuel, as Shmuel said: If one decided in his 
heart but did not verbalize a vow, it is insufficient, as he must 
verbally express it. And therefore this phrase teaches us that 
even though he did not verbally express the vow he is still 
obligated to fulfill it." 


Finally, if it is derived from the statement of Rabbi Hananya, 
son of Rabbi Yehoshua’s brother, perhaps the phrase “and 
fulfilled it” should be explained in accordance with the opinion 
of Rav Giddel, who said that Rav said a different interpretation 
of this verse. As Rav Giddel said that Rav said: From where 
is it derived that although one is already obligated to fulfill 
all mitzvot one may take an oath to fulfill a mitzva,"" and 
this is not considered an oath taken in vain? As it is stated: “I 
have sworn, and have fulfilled it, to observe Your righteous 
ordinances” (Psalms 119:106). 


Rav concludes. However, for Shmuel’s source there is no 
refutation. Rava said, and some say it was Rav Nahman bar 
Yitzhak who said: This explains the folk saying that people say: 
One spicy pepper is better than a basketful of squash, as the 
single pepper has more flavor than all the squash combined. 


§ The mishna stated that the halakhot of Shabbat are like 
mountains suspended by a hair. The Gemara asks: But the 
halakhot of Shabbat are written, i.e., the prohibition against 
performing labor is explicit in the Torah. The Gemara answers: 
No, it is necessary to say this in accordance with the opinion 
of Rabbi Abba. As Rabbi Abba said: One who digs a hole" on 
Shabbat" only because he needs its dirt and not for the hole 
itselfis exempt from liability for that act, as this is not the labor 
of digging prohibited on Shabbat by Torah law. 


The Gemara asks: In accordance with whose opinion did Rabbi 
Abba issue this ruling? It is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rabbi Shimon, who said: One who performs on Shabbat a 
labor that is not necessary for its own sake, i.e., he performs 
the labor for a purpose other than the direct result of the action, 
is exempt from liability for it. 


The Gemara offers an alternative possibility. This ruling can be 
explained even if you say that Rabbi Abba holds in accordance 
with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, that one is liable for a labor 
that is not necessary for its own sake. There, in other cases, 
Rabbi Yehuda deems one liable because his purpose is creative. 
Here, where one is digging the hole for the dirt, the purpose 
is destructive, as the action damages the ground. Therefore, 
Rabbi Yehuda concedes that in this case he is exempt. 


The Gemara returns to the mishna. What then does the mishna 
mean by the phrase: Like mountains suspended by a hair? 


HALAKHA 


He decided in his heart and did not verbally express it - 1233 
Powa wT x taba: A vow or oath takes effect only if one 
decides upon the oath in his heart and gives it verbal expres- 
sion (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 21011, 239:1). 


Taking an oath to perform mitzvot - nian by pyawa: One is 


permitted to take an oath that he will perform a mitzva, despite 
the fact that he is obligated by oath to do so from the time of 


the acceptance of the Torah on Mount Sinai (Rambam Sefer 
Hafla‘a, Hilkhot Shevuot 11:3). 


One who digs a hole on Shabbat - nawa xoi DIN: One 
who digs a hole on Shabbat but requires only its dirt has per- 
formed a destructive act for which he is not liable. This is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Abba (Rambam Sefer 
Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:17). 


NOTES =—WW¥—___—_—- 
One may take an oath to fulfill a mitzva - op prav 
myang: Some commentaries explain that one may take 
an oath to fulfill a mitzva, even by mentioning God's name, 
and this is not considered taking God's name in vain (Rashi; 
Tosafot). According to the opinion of Rashi, it is even a mitzva 
to undertake this type of oath. Some further maintain that 
this oath is effective to the extent that if one does not fulfill 
the mitzva concerning which he took the oath, he is flogged 
like one who violates a regular oath (Ran, Nedarim 7b; see 
Turei Aven). 


One who digs a hole — x23 WIN: The commentaries note 
that the particulars of this halakha are not essential for this 
discussion (Siah Yitzhak). The main point is that the Torah does 
not explicitly state that one is not liable for a destructive act 
on Shabbat, even when it is a complete act of labor. Everyone 
agrees with this halakha in principle, even Rabbi Yehuda, and 
even those who maintain that one is liable for digging a hole 
in this manner (see Meiri). 
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NOTES 


Planned, creative labor - nagma naxbn: A large propor- 
tion of the halakhot of Shabbat are derived by juxtaposi- 
tion with the instructions of the building of the Tabernacle 
(see Exodus, chapter 35). This juxtaposition teaches that 
forms of labor that are prohibited on Shabbat are derived 
from the various forms of labor performed in the Taber- 
nacle. With regard to the labor of the Tabernacle it is stated: 
“Creative labor [melekhet mahshevet]" (Exodus 35:33), from 
which it is derived that the labors prohibited on Shab- 
bat must be purposeful and creative. Many fundamental 
halakhot of Shabbat observance involve this principle, e.g., 
an act of labor is prohibited only when it is performed with 
forethought. Even the tanna’im who disagree over several 
cases related to this topic merely debate the scope of this 
definition, not the principle itself. 


Celebrate a Festival — xan sin: Rashi explains that the 
erm Festival might simply mean a time of celebration 
and rejoicing. Others suggest that the phrase: Celebrate 
a Festival [hogu hagga], might be associated with dance 
hog], i.e., they should perform joyous dances in honor of 
he occasion (Tosafot; Tosefot Yom Tov). 


However, if that is so, those that are brought during a 
Festival, etc. — "13130 yata x27 AWA Nd: The commen- 
aries ask: Even if this verse is not referring to the Festival 
as a particular date in time, but is speaking of the Festival 
offering as per its plain meaning, the same problem still 
remains: The verse indicates that the prohibition against 
leaving over until the morning applies only to this offering, 
which is not the case. The answer is that if the verse is refer- 
ring to the Festival offering, one can say that it is dealing 
with the halakhot of a peace-offering, and is simply adding 
to what is stated elsewhere with regard to a burnt-offering. 
In contrast, if the term Festival is a designation of time, then 
the verse apparently limits the prohibition against leaving 
over any offering to the time of the Festival (Josafot, as 
explained by Sefat Emet). 


HALAKHA 


Planned, creative labor - nawra noxn: The Torah pro- 
hibits on Shabbat only creative, purposeful, and productive 
labor (Rambam Sefer Zemanim, Hilkhot Shabbat 1:9). 


252 MHAGIGA: PEREKI-10B-241’X P15 


sn mpg Navn naxbn 
xP Kb navm noxbm 


weary xd yon ana rnin 
NAN: are x33 17 mb sass) 
mPa mat sr init DANY NT 

MIT VOX NBM BIN sabi 


D ssirpy” canst aya KYN 
ANIA MAM INT 2 DT "ATI 
VAY NIN — 1239377 WIND 
DIZ wa AA TADY D3 NWN 

rnibiy 


ox KATI AYP vot NYT 
Kpop Kọ. IKAP MAM LiM NY 
3n bn pe hie. D07, W7 
Kan peT xpp a Ww 

PDY mx xam> KIN - KIT 


NIT ANNP I NN 
apn x an paa 


KIT -An ota KAT tava NYY 
apy aaa mwa b37 xI pos soy 
lana "par ww noha be’ 


NOTA NDION TT NATTA X NYT 
bd net KATI ans my) 


poo by KITIN xp anp wb 
Dia IWI Nan WK Wat yn 
voy sav Kan a] wey 

meN PIX? wa 


The Gemara answers: The Torah prohibited only planned, creative 
labor™" on Shabbat. An act of labor that is not intended, or whose 
result is unintended, or whose consequence is destructive, is not 
included in this category. Therefore, one who performs labor in this 
manner is exempt. And limitation of the prohibition against creative 
labor is not written anywhere in the Torah with regard to the laws 
of Shabbat. Admittedly, this principle is written in connection with 
the Tabernacle, and there is an established exegetical link between 
the building of the Tabernacle and Shabbat. Nevertheless, as this 
fundamental principle concerning the halakhot of Shabbat does not 
appear explicitly, it is compared to mountains suspended by a hair. 


§ The mishna taught that the halakhot of Festival peace-offerings 
are like mountains suspended by a hair. The Gemara asks: But they 
are written in the Torah. The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary 
to say this in accordance with that which Rav Pappa said to Abaye: 
From where is it derived that this verse: “And you shall celebrate 
it as a Festival [vehagotem] to the Lord” (Leviticus 23:41), is refer- 
ring to an animal offering? Perhaps the Merciful One is simply 
saying: Celebrate a Festival." 


Abaye responded: However, if that is so, consider that it is written: 
“Let My people go, that they may hold a feast [veyahogu] to Me in 
the wilderness” (Exodus 5:1). So too, the meaning of this verse is 
that they will merely celebrate a Festival, and not bring an offering. 
And if you would say that is indeed so, that this means that they 
should celebrate a Festival, but isn’t it written: “And Moses said: 
You must also give into our hand sacrifices and burnt-offerings, 
that we may sacrifice to the Lord our God” (Exodus 10:25)? This 
shows that the command is referring to offerings. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty. But perhaps this is what the Merciful 
One said: Slaughter animals so that you can eat, drink, and cele- 
brate a Festival before Me, but no offerings are necessary. The 
Gemara answers: This cannot enter your mind, as it is written: 

“The fat of My Festival feast [hagi] shall not remain all night until 
the morning” (Exodus 23:18). And if it enters your mind to say that 
it is referring to a regular Festival feast and not an offering, does a 
Festival feast have forbidden fats? 


The Gemara asks: But perhaps this is what the Merciful One states 
in the Torah: The fats of gift offerings that are brought during a 
Festival may not remain all night. If so, the phrase “My Festival feast” 
is not referring to a type of offering at all, but to a particular time. 


The Gemara answers: However, if that is so, this verse indicates that 
itis only those fats that are brought during a Festival" that may not 
remain overnight. It may be inferred from here that fats which are 
brought throughout the year may remain all night. But it is written 
about burnt-offerings: “On its firewood upon the altar all night into 
the morning” (Leviticus 6:2). This shows that burnt-offerings must 
burn upon the altar all night. 


The Gemara further asks: Perhaps if this halakha was derived from 
that verse, I would say that verse serves as the source of a positive 
mitzva. Therefore, the Merciful One writes this verse: “Shall not 
remain all night,” as a prohibition as well. 


The Gemara responds. With regard to the prohibition against 

leaving over an offering on a Festival, another verse was written: 

“Neither shall any of the flesh, which you sacrifice the first day at 
evening, remain all night until the morning” (Deuteronomy 16:4). 
The Gemara asks: But perhaps the verse: “Shall not remain all night” 
comes to teach that one who does so violates two prohibitions and 

a positive mitzva. 
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Rather, the Gemara rejects this explanation in favor of the claim 
that the source for a Festival peace-offering comes from a verbal 
analogy between the term “wilderness” stated here and the term: 
“wilderness” stated elsewhere. It is written here: “They shall make 
an offering to Me in the wilderness” (Exodus 5:1), and it is 
written there: “Did you bring to Me sacrifices and offerings 
forty years in the wilderness, house of Israel?” (Amos 5:25). Just 
as there it is referring to actual animal offerings, so too here, it 
is referring to animal offerings, not merely the celebration of a 
Festival. 


The Gemara asks: And in light of this verbal analogy, in what way 
is this halakha like mountains suspended by a hair? The Gemara 
answers: The textual evidence is not that strong, as generally one 
does not derive Torah matters from texts of the tradition," i.e., 
Prophets and Writings. Since the prophets were not permitted to 
introduce new halakhot, as the Torah is the only authoritative 
source in that regard, this verbal analogy does not carry the same 
weight as a halakha derived from the Torah itself. 


The mishna taught that the details of the halakhot of misuse 
of consecrated property" are like mountains suspended by a hair. 
The Gemara asks: But they are written in the Torah (Leviticus 
5:14-16). Rami bar Hama said: This statement is necessary only 
for that which we learned in a mishna (Me’ila 20a): With regard 
to an agent who performs his agency," e.g., when a homeowner 
sends someone to buy an object with consecrated money and the 
agent does as he was instructed, the homeowner has misused 
consecrated property and must bring an offering for the actions of 
the agent performed on his behalf. However, if the agent did not 
perform his agency, but in some way acted on his own account, 
the agent has misused consecrated property, and he is the one 
obligated to bring the offering. 


The Gemara explains: And when he performed his agency, why 
is the owner considered to have misused consecrated property? 
And is it possible that this one sins and that one is rendered lia- 
ble? Since this halakha is counterintuitive, it is not apparent from 
the verses. This is what the mishna was referring to when it said 
that these halakhot are like mountains suspended by a hair. 


Rava said: And what is the logical difficulty with this halakha? 
Perhaps the transgression of misuse of consecrated property is 
different, as it is derived through a verbal analogy from the parallel 
term “sin” (Leviticus 5:6) and “sin” (Numbers 18:9), from the case 
of teruma: Just as there, with regard to teruma, the legal status of 
a person’s agent is like that of himself," and therefore the agent 
may separate teruma on behalf of the owner of the produce, so too 
here, with regard to misuse of consecrated property, the legal status 
of a person’s agent is like that of himself, which means that when 
the agent properly performs his agency the owner is liable. 


NOTES 


HALAKHA 

An agent with regard to misuse of consecrated property — 
sone en and gives it to an agent for a mundane 

purpose, if the agent performs his agency properly, the 

homeowner is liable for misuse of consecrated property and 

he must bring a guilt offering. If the agent deviates from his 

agency and acts on his own accord, he is liable (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 7:1). 


A person's agent is like that of himself - o1% by imby 
inina: One may appoint an agent to separate terumot and 
tithes on his behalf (Shu/han Arukh, Yoreh De'a 331:29). 


Torah matters from texts of the tradition [divrei kabbala] - 


map NIT T31: The books of the Prophets and the books 
of the Writings are sometimes referred to as texts of the tradi- 
tion, which literally means: Received matters. Some explain 
that this is because all the prophets received their prophetic 
status from Moses, the father of all prophets (Shita Mekub- 
betzet). Alternatively, the prophets passed down the tradition 
from the time of Joshua (Mahzor Vitri). Others say that this 
appellation refers to the fact that every prophet receives the 
prophecy his generation requires (Rashi). Some read the phrase 
as: Divrei kevala, matters of complaint, as the prophets mainly 
complain and protest over the sins of the Jewish people (Shita 
Mekubbetzet, citing Rabbeinu Peretz). Although many halakhic 


concepts are derived from the statements of the prophets, 
verbal analogies derived from the Prophets do not have the 
same status as do those derived from the Torah itself. Therefore, 
this is not a full-fledged verbal analogy. 


Misuse of consecrated property — myyn: The halakhot of 
misuse of consecrated property are detailed extensively in 
tractate Meʻila. The essential point is that it is prohibited to use 
a consecrated object for one’s own purpose. However, one 
is liable to bring an offering for this misuse only when the 
action is performed unwittingly, as offerings generally atone 
for unwitting sins. This obligation applies not only when one 
forgets that a certain item was consecrated, but also when he 


was not aware of its consecrated status at all. Furthermore, this 
halakha is one of the few instances in which one is liable for 
a transgression performed by his agent, despite the principle 
that there is no agent for transgression. The Sages explain this 
principle in the following terms: If one is confronted with a com- 
mand of his teacher and an opposing command of a student, 
whose command should he follow? In other words, one must 
never follow the instructions of another when they conflict with 
the will of God. However, with regard to misuse of consecrated 
property, this reasoning does not apply, as one is liable to bring 
an offering only when the act is performed unwittingly. See 
Turei Aven and Siah Yitzhak, who debate at length the various 
opinions in this regard. 
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HALAKHA 


The homeowner remembered - man bya 321): If one 
unwittingly sends consecrated money with an agent to buy 
an object for him, and subsequently remembers that this 
money is consecrated property, the agent is liable, as he 
acted unintentionally. The homeowner is considered to have 
acted intentionally and therefore is not liable for misuse of 
consecrated property (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me'ila 
7:5). 


One picked up a consecrated stone or beam — iX 12% by 
wap bw mp: With regard to one who picks up a conse- 
crated stone or beam, if they are in his domain, i.e., in a case 
where he was the one who consecrated them (Ra’avad), 
or if they are in in the Temple treasury, he is not liable for 
misuse of consecrated property until he uses the stone or 
beam. If he removes the stone or beam from his domain 
or that of the treasury, or from the domain of the one who 
consecrated them, he is considered to have misused conse- 
crated property at that point (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Me'ila 6:7-8). 


MONES ——____- 
The poor agent, etc. = 13) KY row: The agent is liable 
in this instance, as the halakha of misuse of consecrated 
property applies only to an act performed unwittingly. Since 
he owner became aware that the object was consecrated, 
he agent alone is considered to have performed the unwit- 
ing act. Likewise, if the agent was reminded, the one who 
received the money he took from the homeowner would 
be liable when he uses it. With regard to other halakhot, 
one might consider this case as involving circumstances 
beyond the agent's control. However, in this area of halakha 
one is liable even if he had no knowledge that the object 
was consecrated. 


Perek I 
Daf11 Amuda 


HALAKHA 

He built the stone into his house — ima Jina Axa: One 
who inserted a consecrated stone or beam into his house 
has misused consecrated property. If he placed it on top of 
his window and did not attach it, he misuses the stone or 
beam only if he derives benefit worth a peruta by dwelling 
under it. The halakha is in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Me’ila 6:8). 


NOTES 

Worth a peruta - mena mwa: Some commentaries maintain 
that as soon as one derives a peruta of benefit he is liable for 
misuse of consecrated property, but the stone or the beam 
retains its sanctified status (Tosafot). Others hold that once he 
violates the prohibition the stone or beam loses its sanctified 
status, as one cannot violate the prohibition against misuse 
twice with the same object. 
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Rather, Rava said: The mishna’s statement with regard to moun- 
tains is necessary only for that which is taught in a baraita: If, 
after he sent an agent to use a consecrated object, the home- 
owner remembered" that it was a consecrated item and the 
agent did not remember, the agent has misused consecrated 
property despite the fact that he was merely performing his 
agency. This is because one is liable for the misuse of consecrated 
property only if he acted unwittingly. In this instance, what did 
the poor agent do?" He simply performed his agency on behalf 
of the owner, and yet because the owner remembered about the 
consecrated object, the agent is liable. This is what the mishna is 
referring to when it says that these halakhot are like mountains 
suspended by a hair. 


Rav Ashi said: And what is the logical difficulty with this 
halakha? Perhaps this is just as it is with regard to one who 
spends consecrated money for non-sacred purposes. Although 
this individual did not know that the money was consecrated, 
he is nevertheless obligated to bring an offering. Here too, once 
the owner canceled the agency upon realizing the money was 
consecrated, the agent unwittingly misused consecrated property, 
and therefore he is liable. 


Rather, Rav Ashi said: The mishna is necessary only for that 
which we learned in a mishna (Me’ila 19b): If one picked up a 
consecrated stone or beam," he has not misused consecrated 
property merely by this action. However, if he gave it to another, 
he has misused consecrated property and the other person has 
not misused consecrated property. The Gemara analyzes this 
case: Since he picked it up, what difference is there to me if 
he keeps it, and what difference is there to me if he gives it to 
another? What is the basis for the distinction between the two 
cases? Rather, this is the case the mishna is referring to when it 
says that these halakhot are like mountains suspended by a hair. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty. What is the logical difficulty with 
this halakha? Perhaps it should be explained in accordance with 
the opinion of Shmuel, as Shmuel said: Here, this mishna is not 
referring to an ordinary person who picked up a consecrated 
stone for himself. 


Rather, we are dealing with the treasurer of the Temple, to 
whom the consecrated building stones were transferred for 
safekeeping. The reason for the exemption is that anywhere that 
the stone is resting, it is considered to be resting within his 
domain. Consequently, he is not liable for picking up the stone 
or beam, as he is permitted to carry it. However, he does not have 
permission to give it to someone else, and therefore when he 
hands it over to someone else he has misused consecrated prop- 
erty. If so, this halakha is also perfectly logical and should not be 
considered like mountains suspended by a hair. 


Rather, the comparison of these halakhot to mountains suspen- 
ded by a hair is based on the latter clause of that same mishna: 
Ifhe built the stone into his house," he has not misused conse- 
crated property until he dwells under it an amount of time that 
is worth a peruta." Since he has changed the stone by incorpo- 
rating it into his house, what difference is there to me ifhe dwelt 
there, and what difference is there to me if he did not dwell 
there? Apparently, this is the halakha considered like mountains 
suspended by a hair. 
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The Gemara rejects this claim. And what is the logical difficulty with 
this halakha? Perhaps it is stated in accordance with the opinion of 
Rav. As Rav said: This mishna is referring to a case where he placed 
the stone over a window, but he did not make any adjustment to the 
stone itself. Ifhe dwelt in the house, yes, he has misused consecrated 
property, as he derived benefit from it. Ifhe did not dwell in it, no, 
he has not misused consecrated property, as he gained no benefit 
from the stone. 


Rather, the reason is actually in accordance with the aforemen- 
tioned opinion of Rava, who holds that the innovative element of 
this halakha involves a case where the homeowner remembered, 
which caused the agent to misuse consecrated property. And with 
regard to that which posed a difficulty for you, i.e., that the halakha 
here should be just as it is with regard to one who spends conse- 
crated money for non-sacred purposes, the two cases are not identi- 
cal. There, in the case that Rava mentioned, the agent knew that he 
also had consecrated coins and therefore he should have examined 
carefully whether this money was consecrated. Here, did the agent 
know that there was a possibility that the money was consecrated? 
This is why this halakha is like mountains suspended by a hair. 


§ The mishna explained that those matters that are like mountains 
suspended by a hair have little written about them in the Torah, and 
yet the details of their halakhot are numerous. A Sage taught in the 
Tosefta: The halakhot of leprosy and the halakhot of ritual impurity 
imparted by tents" in which a corpse lies have little in the Torah and 
their halakhot are numerous. The Gemara asks: With regard to 
leprosy, is there little about their halakhot in the Torah? Leprosy is 
something about which there are numerous details stated in the 
Torah (see Leviticus, chapters 13-14). Rav Pappa said that this is 
what the mishna is saying: Leprosy has numerous details in the 
Torah but relatively few halakhot. In contrast, the case of ritual impu- 
rity imparted by tents has little in the Torah but numerous 
halakhot. 


The Gemara asks: And what is the practical difference whether there 
are numerous or few references to a particular halakha in the Torah? 
The Gemara answers: If you are uncertain about a matter with regard 
to the halakhot of leprosy, delve into the verses, as it is treated exten- 
sively there. And if you are uncertain about a matter with regard to 
the halakhot of the ritual impurity imparted by tents, delve into the 
Mishna, as these halakhot are not sufficiently explicated in the Torah. 


§ The mishna taught that monetary law is one of those matters that 
have something to support them in the Torah. The Gemara asks: 
Monetary laws are written in the Torah; why does the mishna merely 
say it has something to support it? The Gemara answers: This is 
necessary only according to the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. 


The Gemara elaborates. As it is taught in a baraita that Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi says: “But if any harm follow, then you shall give life for life” 
(Exodus 21:23). This verse is referring to a payment of money. Do you 
say money, or perhaps it is solely an actual life that is demanded? 
The term giving is stated below: “You shall give life for life,’ and 
giving is stated above, in the previous verse: “And he shall give as the 
judges determine” (Exodus 21:22). Just as there, the giving is in the 
form of money, so too here, it is referring to a payment of money. 
Although this halakha is not explicit in the Torah, the verses lend 
support to it. 


Life for life - W93 nma waa: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi cites this 
halakha in particular, rather than mentioning the derivation that 
“an eye for an eye” (Exodus 21:24) means money. This is because 
the concept of “an eye for an eye” as referring to monetary 
compensation is unanimously accepted, as it is clear from the 
continuation of the discussion in the Torah and from elsewhere 


NOTES 


that in that case one must make monetary restitution. However, 
with regard to an act of killing that is not completely inten- 
tional, the tanna‘im disagree whether or not the punishment 
is in accordance with the plain meaning of the verse. There- 
fore, it is necessary to derive the halakha by means of a verbal 
analogy. 


rom the publisher 


—_—— NOTES 
Leprosy and tents — mibaieey D): These two topics are 
not mentioned in the mishna because their basic halakhot 
appear in the Torah. The main difference between them 
is that the halakhot of leprosy are described extensively 
in the Torah (Leviticus, chapters 13-14), whereas many 
details of the halakhot of impurity imparted by tents are 
left unexplained (Numbers 19:14-15). These halakhot are 
clarified mainly in the Mishna, not in the Torah. 
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NOTES 


Collecting and carrying - nim mbap: There are four 
regular sacrificial rites pertaining to offerings: Slaughtering 
the animal, collecting its blood in a vessel, carrying the 
blood to the altar, and sprinkling the blood on the altar. 
Although collecting the blood is not mentioned explicitly 
as a unique rite, it is a necessary stage in the process of 
the Temple service described in the Torah. Conversely, the 
carrying of the blood is not an essential rite in practical 
terms; if the offering was slaughtered close to the altar it 
is possible to sprinkle the blood immediately without car- 
rying it. In fact, Rabbi Shimon maintains that carrying is not 
an essential rite at all, and the halakhot pertaining to other 
sacrificial rites do not apply to it. Consequently, it is pos- 
sible that the claim of the Gemara is not unanimous (see 
Turei Aven). Some say that even Rabbi Shimon concedes 
that as carrying is necessary on Yom Kippur, this action 
has the same status as the other rites, and therefore the 
Gemara here is in accordance with the opinions of all the 
tanna‘im (Siah Yitzhak). 


The measure of a ritual bath — mpa 1w: Apparently, 
the measure of a ritual bath is derived from the Torah 
itself, as it says that one must immerse his whole body in 
water and he cannot be ritually purified any other way. If 
so, the measure is clearly the amount required to fit one’s 
body. Nevertheless, there is a novelty to the established 
measure of the Sages: Even someone of short stature who 
can immerse his entire body in a volume of less than forty 
sea does not fulfill his obligation in this manner, as the 
measure of a ritual bath is a halakha transmitted to Moses 
rom Sinai. 


In water, in the water of a ritual bath - mpa 123 O22: 
Rashi writes here that this comes to exclude water that 
does not gather on its own but was drawn. Others explain 
hat it serves to emphasize that the water must be gath- 
ered in one place (Josafot). In Firuvin 4b Rashi explains 
hat the phrase: Water of a ritual bath, comes to exclude 
spring water, i.e., for most ritual impurity there is no need 
or spring water in particular, as the water of any ritual bath 
is sufficient (see Turei Aven). 


HALAKHA 


Water of a ritual bath — mp2 72: A menstruating woman 
and anyone else ritually impure with a stringent level of 
impurity, i.e., who were rendered impure by contact with 
the dead, purify themselves by immersing their entire body 
at one time in a spring or ritual bath containing at least 
forty se'a of water (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De'a 201:1). 


Ritual impurity imparted by a creeping animal — xiao 
yw: The remains of a creeping animal impart ritual impu- 
rity only if it is the size of a lentil-bulk. If one touches many 
creeping animals at the same time, which together are the 
size of a lentil-bulk, he is rendered ritually impure (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 4:2). 


BACKGROUND 

Forty se‘a — AND DYN: This is the minimum volume 
of water necessary for a ritual bath; it is the equivalent of 
80 hin or 5,760 egg-bulks. The forty-se'a measure is the 
basis of all modern halakhic calculations of the various 
measures of volume. According to the Na'e scale, a ritual 
bath must contain 332 £ of water. According to the opinion 
of the Hazon Ish, the required volume is 573 2. 


Homet - vnin: The homet is mentioned in the Torah’s 
ist of ritually impure creeping animals (Leviticus 11:30); 
however, its identification is uncertain. According to the 
ranslation of the Septuagint the homet is a type of lizard, 
whereas some commentaries maintain that it is a chame- 
eon (Rav Se’adya Gaon). According to this interpretation, 
he Gemara here is apparently referring to the size of this 
reptile’s eggs. Rashi explains that the homet is a snail. 


256 


HAGIGA : PEREK I: 11A ` 67’ p15 


syw NP pna anpa ninia” 
— SAA AT DI N37? Ns 
ay napit 


DITAJN WYA KA ARIN) 
VPT San MX pat Ap” 
pars nahin itag wx) "AMAT 

wash 


Doan AREA x? MIATT KYA 
map 


saw ND png anpa rni” 
SIND NIT MD NWY Ky 
aS eee Ee eo 
iaa bow on - "wa bp me” apn 
max by max 21 mad) ya biy 
1D DSN nw Nias wow ona 

eee nye 


KIW NP BND AND "NINDL’ 
ADNDNIT YTD Tw wd? wy 
aeni] 


bia rogy ab nyn- apa bis» 
rogy wid aaya - spaa 


KITY INSPRA WYW W 779 KI 
BY nwwa magn NW i3 
mapa nwwa nyn vin 

KUYT IND K INT 


§ The mishna stated that the halakhot of sacrificial rites have 
something to support them. The Gemara asks: Sacrificial rites are 
written explicitly in the Torah. The Gemara answers: It is neces- 
sary to state that sacrificial rites have merely something to support 
them only with regard to the rite of carrying the blood to the 
altar. As it is taught in a baraita: “And Aaron’s sons, the priests, 
shall offer the blood” (Leviticus 1:5); this is referring to collecting 
the blood, which is the stage before carrying the blood to the altar. 


And the Merciful One expressed collecting the blood in the 
language of carrying, i.e., by means of the term offer. As it is 
written: “And the priest shall offer the whole, and make it 
smoke upon the altar” (Leviticus 1:13). And the Master said 
that this term, “offer,” is not referring to sacrificing on the altar, as 
that is expressed by the phrase: “Make it smoke upon the altar.” 
Rather, this is referring to carrying the limbs to the ramp next to 
the altar, from where it is placed on the altar itself. 


Evidently, the Torah is referring to collecting the blood with the 
same terminology it used when referring to carrying. That is to 
say that carrying should not be excluded from the category 
of collecting.” In other words, all the halakhot that pertain to 
collecting the blood of offerings, e.g., that it must be performed 
by a priest with his right hand, apply equally to carrying the blood. 


§ The mishna further taught that the halakhot of ritual purity 
have something to support them. The Gemara again asks: But 
ritual purity is written explicitly in the Torah. The Gemara 
answers: The observation that the halakhot of ritual purity merely 
have something to support them is necessary only for the mini- 
mum measure ofa ritual bath," which is not written explicitly in 
the Torah. As it is taught in a baraita: “And he shall bathe his 
flesh in water” (Leviticus 14:9). This means in the water of a 
ritual bath.™" And it is stated: “And he shall wash all his flesh in 
water” (Leviticus 15:16), which indicates that it must contain water 
in which his whole body can enter. And how much water is this? 
One cubit by one cubit with a height of three cubits. And the 
Sages estimated that the measure for ritual bath water is forty 
sea’ 


§ The mishna stated that the halakhot of ritual impurity also have 
something to support them. Once again the Gemara asks: Ritual 
impurity is written explicitly in the Torah. The Gemara answers: 
This is necessary only with regard to the size of a lentil-bulk 
from a creeping animal," which is not written. As it is taught in 
a baraita with regard to a verse that deals with creeping animals: 
“Whoever touches them when they are dead shall be impure” 
(Leviticus 11:31). 


One might have thought that only someone who touches an 
entire, whole creeping animal becomes ritually impure. The verse 
states: “And upon whatever any of them falls, when they are dead, 
it shall be impure” (Leviticus 11:32). “Of them” indicates that this 
halakha applies even if one comes into contact with a part of 
them. One might have thought that even some of them suffices 
to impart impurity. The verse states: “Them,” i.e., all of them. This 
conclusion apparently contradicts the first ruling. 


How can this apparent contradiction be resolved? One does not 
become impure until he touches some of it that is like the whole, 
i.e. a significant amount. And the Sages estimated this measure 
as the size of a lentil-bulk. The reason is that in its early stages, 
the homet,” the smallest of these creeping animals, is the size of a 
lentil-bulk. Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: The size of 
alentil-bulk is that ofa lizard’s tail, which is considered a part that 
is like the whole. The tail of a lizard can be cut off easily, and as it 
continues to twitch even after it has been cut off, it has the appear- 
ance of life. Consequently, it is fitting to label it as a part that is like 
the whole. 


Sows) NYDN AND NY” 


Perek | 
Daf11 Amud b 


KPNI KYT iNY iN 


7a poy 937 9) VN KI WNT 
ng “a wanes aN 


ma” “man” NOT 


ech yet PE cain gna py” 
TTI D3 YT TT was dre 


pan boa aby pain 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


§ The mishna further taught that the halakhot of those with 
whom relations are forbidden have something to support them. 
The Gemara asks: The halakhot of those with whom relations are 
forbidden are written explicitly in the Torah. The Gemara answers: 
This is necessary only 


with regard to his daughter born from the woman he raped," 
which is not written explicitly in the Torah. It is forbidden for this 
man to have sexual relations with this daughter, despite the fact that 
she is not the daughter of his wife, as he did not marry her mother. 


As Rava said: Rabbi Yitzhak bar Avdimi said to me that this 
halakha is derived by means of a verbal analogy between the term 
they [hena], an unusual form of this word, written in one context, 
and the same term, they, written elsewhere. As it is written: “The 
nakedness ofa woman and her daughter... you shall not take... they 
[hena] are near kinswomen; it is lewdness” (Leviticus 18:17). And 
it is written: “The nakedness of your son’s daughter, or of your 
daughter's daughter, even their nakedness you shall not uncover; for 
they [hena] are your own nakedness” (Leviticus 18:10). This indi- 
cates that every daughter, even from the rape ofa woman who is not 
one’s wife, is forbidden, just like one’s daughter from his wife. 


Furthermore, the punishment for this transgression is derived from 
a verbal analogy between: “It is lewdness [zima]” (Leviticus 18:17), 
which is written with regard to a woman and her daughter, and the 
same term “lewdness” that appears elsewhere, as it is stated: “And 
if a man take with his wife also her mother, it is lewdness [zima]: 
They shall be burnt with fire, both he and they” (Leviticus 20:14). 


§ The mishna taught: These [hen hen] are the essential parts of 
the Torah." The Gemara asks: These, the topics mentioned in the 
mishna, which are not written explicitly but for which there is ample 
basis in the Torah, yes, they are the essential parts of Torah, whereas 
those other categories listed in the mishna that are written explicitly, 
no, they are not essential? Rather, one must say that both these and 
those [hen vehen] are the essential parts of the Torah. Every part 
of the Torah is essential, whether or not it is written explicitly. 


NOTES 
His daughter from the woman he raped — inputs ina: 
As stated in the Gemara, the prohibition against marrying a 
woman and her daughter, even if she is not his daughter, is 
explicit in the Torah. Similarly, the prohibition against mar- 
rying one’s granddaughter is written in the Torah as well, 
and the verses do not distinguish whether or not she is his 
granddaughter from a woman he married. However, the 
Torah does not explicitly state that it is forbidden for one 
to have sexual relations with one’s daughter, although, as 
Rashi explains, this is clearly understood to be the case. With 
regard to the possible distinction between the daughter of 
one’s wife and the daughter of a woman he raped, there are 
certain sexual relationships that are forbidden only due to a 
familial relationship through marriage. Therefore, one might 
have thought that this distinction is valid. 


These [hen hen] are the essential parts of the Torah - qi 17 
min B12: Some commentaries explain that the repetitious 
phrase hen hen is not a figure of speech but an inclusive 
expression that means: All the cases listed in the mishna, 
both those that have an explicit source and those that are 
based on mere textual allusion, are essential parts of the 
Torah (Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna). 
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With regard to the question of who is obligated to ascend to the Temple on the 
pilgrimage Festivals, the Gemara established several general principles. First of 
all, as this is a positive, time-bound mitzva, only men are obligated to ascend to 
the Temple, in accordance with the verse: “All your males” (Exodus 23:17), which 
includes emancipated slaves. Children who have reached the age of training in 
mitzvot are obligated by rabbinic law. Excluded from this obligation are women and 
slaves, even if they are half-free. Second, one who is unable to ascend by foot, due to 
either illness or weakness, is likewise exempt from the mitzva. Furthermore, a man 
is who unable to arrive together with the rest of the Jewish people because everyone 
shuns his company is also exempt. 


The Festival offerings must be worth a minimum amount. The burnt-offering of 
appearance must be at least one silver ma'a in value, while the Festival peace-offering 
must be worth no less than two ma'a. However, there is no set value for the other 
peace-offering brought on a Festival, the peace-offering of rejoicing. The obligatory 
offerings for which there is a fixed sum must be brought from non-sacred funds, 
although one can add money designated for other offerings to increase the size of 
the peace-offering. 


The general obligation to rejoice on the pilgrimage Festivals applies to women as well 
as men. However, in the case of men this obligation is fulfilled in a defined manner, 
by eating the peace-offerings of rejoicing. This mitzva is performed through the 
consumption of any animal offering that may be eaten. 


The main mitzva of Festival offerings applies on the first Festival day. However, one 
who neglected to sacrifice his offerings on the first day can redress this deficiency on 
the rest of the days of the Festival. In the case of Shavuot, redress can be performed 
even after the Festival, as will be explained in the next chapter. 


Incidental to these halakhot, this chapter discussed two broader issues: Which 
transgressions of positive mitzvot and prohibitions can be remedied by means of 
repentance, and which cannot be fully atoned for through repentance alone. It also 
analyzed the relationship between those halakhot that are explained in great depth 
by the Sages and their sources in the Torah itself, especially those whose source verse 
is brief and obscure, occasionally no more than a mere allusion. 
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And he shall lay his hand upon the head of his offer- 
ing, and slaughter it before the tent of meeting; and 
Aaron's sons shall sprinkle its blood against the altar 
round about. 

(Leviticus 3:8) 


Three times a year shall all your males appear before 
the Lord your God at the place that He shall choose; 
on the feast of unleavened bread, and on the feast of 
weeks, and on the feast of tabernacles; and they shall 
not appear before the Lord empty-handed. 


(Deuteronomy 16:16) 


Continuing the discussion in the previous chapter concerning matters that the Bible 
does not mention explicitly but only alludes to or conceals, and which are explained 
and expanded in the Oral Law, this chapter relates to additional matters that are to 
be kept concealed. This is due to the complexity of these topics, which may lead 
unworthy students to err. It is necessary to explain which topics may not be taught 
publicly and openly like all other sections of the Torah, and to provide the reasons 
for this prohibition. 


Later, the chapter returns to the main concern of the tractate: The Festival offering 
brought on the Festival. The most ancient rabbinic dispute in a halakhic matter 
known to us is discussed in this chapter. It concerns whether or not one may place 
his hands on the head of the Festival offering. Another related dispute concerns the 
types of offerings one is allowed to bring on the actual day of the Festival: Whether 
only peace-offerings, most of which are consumed by the owner and the priests, are 
permitted, or whether one may also bring burnt-offerings, although people do not 
consume them. 


The pilgrimage to the Temple is a time when the entire people of Israel ascends to 
Jerusalem as one: Wise sages and ignorant simpletons alike, those who are stringent 
regarding mitzva observance along with those who are less stringent. The pilgrims 
were accustomed to bringing their teruma and tithes along with them, in accordance 
with rabbinic ordinances and decrees. It was therefore necessary to review the laws 
of ritual purity and impurity regarding these items and others. According to both 
Torah law and rabbinic law, with regard to the laws of ritual impurity and the process 
of purification, there are differences between non-sacred food, teruma, and sacred 
offerings. Different levels of stringency apply to each, according to their level of 
sanctity and importance. The main concern of this chapter is the clarification of these 
issues and other related topics. 
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MISHNA One may not expound" the topic of 


forbidden sexual relations before three 
or more individuals; nor may one expound the act of Creation 
and the secrets of the beginning of the world before two or more 
individuals; nor may one expound by oneself the Design of the 
Divine Chariot,“ a mystical teaching with regard to the ways God 
conducts the world, unless he is wise and understands most 
matters on his own. 


The mishna continues in the same vein: Whoever looks at four 
matters, it would have been better for him had he never entered 

the world: Anyone who reflects upon what is above" the firma- 
ment and what is below the earth, what was before Creation, and 

what will be after the end of the world. And anyone who has no 

concern for the honor ofhis Maker," who inquires into and deals 

with matters not permitted to him, deserves to have never come 

to the world. 


GEMARA The Gemara poses a question: You said 


in the first clause of the mishna: Nor may 
one expound the Design of the Divine Chariot by oneself, which 
indicates that the topic may not be learned at all, and yet you 
subsequently said: Unless he is wise and understands most 
things on his own, which indicates that an individual is permitted 
to study the Design of the Divine Chariot. 


The Gemara explains: This is what the mishna is saying: One may 
not expound the topic of forbidden sexual relations before 
three students, nor the act of Creation before two, nor may one 
teach the Divine Chariot to one, unless that student was wise 
and understands on his own. 


§ The Gemara continues to clarify the mishna, which reads: One 
may not expound the topic of forbidden sexual relations before 
three individuals. What is the reason for this? If we say it is 
because it is written: “None of you [ish, ish] shall approach any 
near of kin to uncover their nakedness” (Leviticus 18:6). Ish, ish, 
literally means: Man, man. It is understood as an allusion to the 
number of students permitted to study the topic. This is as it is 
explained immediately: “Man, man” equals two; “any near of kin 
to him” is one; and the Merciful One states: “You shall not 
approach to uncover their nakedness,” which indicates that one 
may not expound the halakhot of forbidden sexual relations in the 
presence of three individuals. 


They ask: If that is so, then what of this verse: “Any man [ish, ish] 
who curses his God” (Leviticus 24:15), or “Any man [ish, ish] 
who gives of his seed to the Molekh” (Leviticus 20:2), which is a 
form of idol worship? In both cases the double expression implies 
the number two. So too there, will you say that it is prohibited to 
teach these halakhot before two individuals? 


The act of Creation and the Design of the Divine Chariot — 
TID Mwy mE Mwy: One may teach the act of Creation 
to one student to the extent that he is able to grasp the topic, 
but the Design of the Divine Chariot may be taught only in the 


HALAKHA 


form of outlines, and only to a wise person capable of under- 
standing of his own accord, as these matters cannot be fully 
comprehended by everyone (Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot 
Yesadei HaTorah 410-11). 


NOTES 

One may not expound — wit px: The Zekher LaHagiga 
explains the connection between the content of this first 
mishna and the rest of tractate Hagiga: The subject of this 
chapter is the mitzva to approach God in His Temple, a 
complex, profound topic that must not be taken at face 
value. This mishna was needed in order to explain how 
very profound the matter of approaching God is. It was 
also necessary to emphasize how careful one must be 
when explaining such matters to the general public. 


The act of Creation before two - mExa nyna 
mwa: This prohibition is explained in Otzar HaKavod in 
a manner similar to the Gemara’s reasoning in the case 
of forbidden relations: If a teacher instructs two students, 
they may become involved in a discussion that will lead 
them to erroneous conclusions. 


The act of Creation and the Design of the Divine 
Chariot — 73392 AYY MK MYA: The Rambam 
and others explain that the act of Creation refers to the 
understanding of nature in general, while the Design 
of the Divine Chariot refers to the knowledge of meta- 
physical matters. Many commentaries note that the 
details of the Gemara’s discussion do not accord with 
his approach. See Josafot and Rabbi Ovadya MiBartenura, 
who explain that the act of Creation and the Design of 
he Divine Chariot refer to delving into the secrets of 
Creation and divine providence by means of studying the 
sacred names of God. The Tosefot Yom Tov explains that 
he mishna does not relate to merely theoretical analysis, 
but to the performance of supernatural deeds through 
he use of the secrets of the Torah as well. In general terms, 
Rabbi Hayyim Vital explains, citing the Ari, that the ac 
of Creation means the secrets of Creation, referred to as 
chaos and rectification, whereas the Design of the Divine 
Chariot refers to the study and knowledge of the secre 
details of the way God conducts the world. 


What is above, etc. - ^3) mova ma: Tosafot claim tha 
these terms can be understood spatially, i i.e., referring to 
anything outside the boundaries of the world, as wel 
as temporally or qualitatively. The Recanati states, citing 
Rav Hai Gaon, that it is impossible to study matters tha 
ie completely outside the boundaries of our world, as 
our conceptual understanding is limited to those mat- 
ers directly or indirectly within our grasp. The Pardes 
Rimmonim maintains that the term: Above, refers to 
he nature of God, while the word: Below, means divine 
providence, both of which, as the Rambam explains in 
Sefer HaMadda, are part of God's sovereign essence and 
nowledge, which are beyond the comprehension of 
man. The Meiri explains the phrase: What is before, in a 
similar manner: One should not seek proof for Creation, 
but should rely on faith with regard to such a complex 
issue. 


Who has no concern for the honor of his Maker — Kow 
inp tiaa by pn: Itis explained in Rambam's Commentary 
on the Mishna that the phrase: The honor of his Maker 
refers to human intelligence, the honor bestowed upon 
man by God, which one must be careful not to spoil by 
harboring futile thoughts. 
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NOTES ——¥—___—__- 
To include gentiles — mian ns nia: The Turei Aven points 
out that the Gemara in tractate Sanhedrin, which discusses 
the Noahide commandments in great detail, states that 
the obligation of Noahides to fulfill these commandments 
is derived from a different source. The teaching cited here 
does not refer to the obligation of Noahides to refrain from 
idolatry, cursing God, and incestuous relations, but to cer- 
tain additional details of these halakhot derived not from 
Genesis but from the mitzvot given exclusively to Israel. 


The concealed laws of forbidden sexual relations - 11D 
niw: Rashi explains that the concealed laws of forbidden 
sexual relations refers to those halakhot of prohibited rela- 
tionships that are not explicitly stated in the Torah, but are 
derived from allusions and expositions. The Rid questions 
why the discussion of such matters, which are merely strin- 
gencies, should be prohibited. He explains that the phrase: 
Concealed laws of forbidden relations, denotes the lenien- 
cies in this area of halakha, which may not be discussed in 
public. Rabbeinu Hananel maintains that the phrase refers 
to the precise definitions of this category of prohibitions, 
including those cases that do not incur the death penalty. 
See the later authorities, who attempt to combine these 
opinions with the approach of the Jerusalem Talmud. How- 
ever, the Jerusalem Talmud itself is unclear in this regard; 
the Penei Moshe and Korban HaEda dispute the meaning of 
the phrase. The Otzar HaKavod explains that this expression 
refers to the reasoning for the prohibitions against forbid- 
den sexual relations and why some of them were permitted 
in earlier generations. The Maharsha explicates this phrase 
in a similar vein. 


His inclination is strong whether or not the objects of 
desire are before him — m% wD) 1993 Kow: Even though 
the Gemara in tractate Sota states that the evil inclination for 
forbidden relations has power over an individual only with 
regard to a woman he sees, once a man has seen a woman, 
his inclination will continue to tempt him even when she 
is no longer visible to him (Mishhat Aharon). 


HALAKHA 
Idolatry and cursing God by Noahides - n393 An mTiay 
12°92 Own: Ifa Noahide engages in idolatry in its custom- 
ary manner, he is liable to receive the death penalty. A Noa- 
hide is executed for any form of idol worship for which one 
is liable to be put to death at the hands of a Jewish court. It is 
also prohibited for him to engage in other forms of idolatry, 
although he is not put to death for them. A Noahide who 
curses God is liable to be put to death, whether he uses the 
Tetragrammaton or any other appellation, and in any lan- 
guage (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Melakhim 9:2-3). 


Forbidden relations for Noahides - m3 nad DPW DIN: Six 
forbidden sexual relations apply to Noahides: One's mother, 
the wife of one’s father, a married woman, one’s maternal 
half sister, males, and animals (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, 
Hilkhot Melakhim 9:5). 


Expounding the concealed laws of forbidden sexual 
relations — ni Nba mW: One may not expound the 
concealed laws of forbidden sexual relations before three 
students, in case two of them become involved in a discus- 
sion of the halakha and fail to hear their teacher, leading 
them to issue erroneously lenient rulings (Rambam Sefer 
Kedusha, Hilkhot Issurei Bia 22:17). 
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The Gemara answers: Rather, those instances of the double 
expression: Man, man, are required for him, the tanna, in order 
to include gentiles," who are commanded with regard to bless- 
ing, a euphemism for cursing, God, and with regard to idol 
worship just as Jews are commanded." 


But if so, this mention of “man, man” in the case of forbidden 
relations is also required for him to include gentiles, who 
are commanded with regard to forbidden sexual relations, 
as Jews are." 


Rather, the Gemara rejects the previous explanation, and 

suggests that the prohibition against teaching three is derived 

from the following verse stated with regard to forbidden sexual 

relations: “And you shall observe My charge” (Leviticus 

18:30), which is explained as follows: “And you shall observe 

[ushmartem],” in the plural, indicates at least two; “My charge” 
is one; and the Merciful One states at the conclusion of this 

verse: “That you do not perform any of these abominable 

customs” (Leviticus 18:30), indicating that this topic may not be 

taught to three. 


The Gemara asks: However, if that is so, then what of that which 
is written: “And you shall observe the Shabbat” (Exodus 31:14), 
and “And you shall observe the festival of matzot” (Exodus 
12:17), and “And you shall observe the charge of the sacred 
things” (Numbers 18:5); so too, will you say that none of these 
subjects may be taught to three? 


Rather, Rav Ashi said: These scriptural allusions are all unac- 
ceptable. What is the meaning of: One may not expound the 
topic of forbidden sexual relations before three? It means: One 
may not expound the concealed laws of forbidden sexual rela- 
tions" before three." The prohibition against teaching before 
three applies to halakhot of forbidden sexual relations that are 
not explicitly stated in the Torah but are derived by expounding 
the verses or through analogy. 


What is the reason? It is due not to a biblical allusion, but rather 
it is based on logical reasoning: When two students sit before 
their teacher, one of them is typically involved in a discussion 
of halakha with his teacher, while the other lends his ear to 
listen to the teaching. However, if there are three students, one 
of them is involved in a discussion with his teacher while 
the other two are engaged in a discussion with one another, 
and they do not know what their teacher is saying, and may 
come to render permitted a forbidden relation by following 
their own reasoning rather than the explanation provided by their 
teacher. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, the entire Torah should 
likewise be taught only to two individuals, to prevent similar 
errors. 


The Gemara answers: The halakha of forbidden sexual relations 
is different, for the Master said: Robbery and forbidden sexual 
relations are sins that one’s soul covets and lusts after. Therefore, 
we are concerned that one who has not properly studied these 
matters with his teacher will rule leniently for himself. 


The Gemara asks: If so, robbery should also not be taught to 
more than two, for this very reason. The Gemara responds: There 
is a difference between the lust for forbidden sexual relations and 
the lust for robbery. In the case of those with whom relations 
are forbidden, his evil inclination is strong whether or not 
the objects of desire are before him." With regard to robbery, 
however, if the object presents a direct temptation before him 
his inclination is strong, but when it is not before him his 
inclination is not strong, and we are therefore less concerned. 
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§ Itis taught in the mishna: “Nor the act of Creation before 
two” The Gemara poses a question: From where are these 
matters derived? The Gemara explains: As the Sages taught 
that the verse states: “For ask now of the days past, which 
were before you” (Deuteronomy 4:32); since this verse is 
stated in the singular, it teaches that an individual may ask 
questions with regard to Creation, i.e., “the days past,” but two 
may not ask, which indicates that one may teach such matters 
to only one student. 


One might have thought that a person may ask questions 
with regard to matters preceding the creation of the world. 
Therefore, the continuation of the verse states: “Since the day 
that God created man upon the earth,” but not earlier. 


One might have thought that a person may not ask questions 
with regard to matters that occurred during the six days of 
Creation before the creation of man. Therefore, the verse 


states: “For ask now of the days past, which were before you,” 


indicating that one may inquire about the days preceding the 
creation of man. 


One might have thought that a person may ask questions 
with regard to what is above, what is below, what was before, 
and what is after the world. Therefore, the same verse states: 
“From one end of the heavens to the other” (Deuteronomy 
4:32), which is explained as follows: With regard to that 
which is from one end of the heavens to the other, within 
the boundaries of the world, you may ask, but you may not 
ask what is above, what is below, what was before, or what 
is after. 


The Gemara poses a question: Now that it is derived from 
the phrase “from one end of the heavens to the other,’ why 
do I need the phrase “since the day" that God created man 
upon the earth”? 


The Gemara answers that this phrase teaches us something 
else, according to Rabbi Elazar. As Rabbi Elazar said: The 
height of Adam the first man" reached from the ground to 
the skies, as it is stated: “Since the day that God created 


man upon the earth, and from one end of the heavens” 


(Deuteronomy 4:32). When he sinned, the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, placed His hand upon him and diminished 
him, as it is stated: “You fashioned me behind and before, 
and laid Your hand upon me” (Psalms 139:5). 


Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: The size of Adam the first 
man was from one end of the world to the other, as it is 
stated: “Since the day that God created man upon the earth, 
and from one end of the heavens to the other,” which indi- 
cates that he spanned the entire length of the world. Once he 
sinned, the Holy One, Blessed be He, placed His hand upon 
him and diminished him, as it states: “And laid Your hand 
upon me.” 


The Gemara asks: If so, the two parts of the verse contradict 
each other, since one indicates that his height reached the 
heavens while the other says it reached the end of the earth. 
The Gemara answers: Both this and that are one, the same, 
measure. 


— NOTES — 
Why do | need the phrase “since the day” — mg>...010 ab 
b: n the Jerusalem Talmud a different explanation is given 
with regard to the necessity of both phrases. The phrase 


“since the day God created man upon the earth” teaches 


that one may inquire about Creation only from the day of 
the creation of man onward, while the phrase “for ask now 
of the days past” approves of inquiring back to infinity. Since 
the second part of the verse amplifies the first and is also 
restricted by it, we learn that one may inquire about the six 
days of Creation and no earlier. 


The height of Adam the first man - pwr ons bw innip: 
This teaching and the ensuing discussion in the Gemara 
are related to the act of Creation and are therefore written 
in cryptic style (see Meiri). The explanations provided by 
the Sages on these issues should be taken as allusions to a 
deeper meaning. For example, with regard to Adam's height, 
the Nefesh HaHayyim states that his essence and personality 
extended from one end of the world to the other, from the 
uppermost level of Creation to its lowest rung. It is for this 
reason that his height was diminished after his sin. 
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LANGUAGE 
Damp [mefulamot] - niaan: This word derives from 
the Greek arjAwpa, pèloma, meaning mud or mois- 
ture. Therefore, in this context, it refers to moist, muddy 
stones. 


NOTES 

A green line, stones — D2% „pit Yp: Explained in a 

mystical vein, the green line refers to God's essence, 
from which all the other basic elements of the world are 

formed, while the stones are the building blocks of pri- 
meval matter (Otzar HaKavod; see Maharsha). The com- 
mentaries point out that the darkness mentioned here is 

not to be understood as the opposite of light or the lack 
thereof, but as an obscure entity that is called darkness 

because it is undefined and indistinct. The philosophical 

term for this substance is “the foundation of the first fire” 
(see Guide of the Perplexed, part 2, chapter 30). 


The light for the righteous shall rejoice - mpy TK 
mia: According to this version of the Gemara, it is the 
ight itself that rejoices over having been preserved for 
he righteous alone, as this light is depicted as a spiritual 
entity containing a kind of lofty inspiration that allows 
insight into concealed matters. Other readings of the 
ext imply that it is the Holy One, Blessed be He, Who 
rejoiced over hiding the light, and several later authori- 
ies explain likewise. 


The world was created through ten attributes - mwya 
obiya x12 m27: The commentaries write that these 
en attributes allude to the ten utterances of Creation 
mentioned in Genesis, which begin with the words “and 
God said” as well as the ten kabbalistic emanations of 
God [sefirot] that correspond to them (Otzar HaKavod; 
Maharsha). 
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§ The Gemara continues to discuss Creation: Rav Yehuda said 
that Rav said: Ten things were created on the first day of 
Creation, and they are as follows: Heaven and earth; tohu and 
vohu, i.e., unformed and void; light and darkness; wind and 
water; the length of day and the length of night. 


All of these are derived from the Torah: Heaven and earth, as it 

is written: “In the beginning God created the heaven and the 

earth” (Genesis 1:1). Tohu and vohu, as it is written: “And the 

earth was unformed and void [tohu vavohu]” (Genesis 1:2). 
Light and darkness; darkness, as it is written: “And darkness 

was upon the face of the deep” (Genesis 1:2); light, as it is writ- 
ten: “And God said: Let there be light” (Genesis 1:3). Wind and 

water, as it is written: “And the wind of God hovered over the 

face of the waters” (Genesis 1:2). The length of day and the 

length of night, as it is written: “And there was evening, and 

there was morning, one day” (Genesis 1:5). 


It was taught in the Tosefta: Tohu is a green line that encom- 
passes the entire world, and from which darkness emerges, as 

it is stated: “He made darkness His hiding place round about 

Him” (Psalms 18:12), indicating that a line of darkness surrounds 

the world. Vohu; these are damp! stones submerged in the 

depths, from which water emerges, as it is stated: “And He shall 

stretch over it the line of tohu and stones of vohu” (Isaiah 34:11), 
which demonstrates that tohu is a line and that vohu is referring to 

stones.’ 


The Gemara poses a question: And was light created on the first 
day? But isn’t it written: “And God set them in the firmament 
of the heaven” (Genesis 1:17), and it is also written: “And there 
was evening, and there was morning, a fourth day” (Genesis 
1:19), indicating that light was created on the fourth day. 


The Gemara answers: This should be understood in accordance 
with Rabbi Elazar, as Rabbi Elazar said: The light that the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, created on the first day was not that of 
the sun but a different kind of light, through which man could 
observe from one end of the world to the other. But when the 
Holy One, Blessed be He, looked upon the generation of the 
Flood and the generation of the Dispersion and saw that their 
ways were corrupt and that they might misuse this light for evil, 
He arose and concealed it from them, as it is stated: “And from 
the wicked their light is withheld” (Job 38:15). 


And for whom did He conceal it? For the righteous people 
in the future, as it is stated: “And God saw the light, that it 
was good” (Genesis 1:4), and “good” is referring to none other 
than the righteous, as it is stated: “Say of the righteous that it 
shall be good for them, for they shall eat the fruit of their actions” 
(Isaiah 3:10). 


When the light saw that it had been concealed for the righteous, 
it rejoiced, as it is stated: “The light for the righteous shall 
rejoice” (Proverbs 13:9)." 


The Gemara comments: This is like a dispute between tanna’im: 
The light that the Holy One, Blessed be He, created on the first 
day was so profound that man could observe through it from 
one end of the world to the other; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Ya’akov. And the Rabbis say: This light is the very same as the 
lights created on the first day, but they were not suspended in 
their designated places in the firmament until the fourth day. 


§ Rav Zutra bar Tuvya said that Rav said: The world was 
created through ten attributes: Through wisdom, through 
understanding, through knowledge, through strength, through 
rebuke, through might, through righteousness, through justice, 
through kindness, and through mercy. 
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Scriptural proof is provided for this statement as follows: It 
was created through wisdom and through understanding, as 
it is written: “The Lord founded earth with wisdom, and 
established the heavens with understanding” (Proverbs 3:19); 
through knowledge, as it is written: “With His knowledge the 
depths were broken up” (Proverbs 3:20); through strength 
and through might, as it is written: “Who by Your strength 
sets fast the mountains, who is girded about with might” 
(Psalms 65:7); through rebuke, as it is written: “The pillars 
of heaven tremble and are astonished at His rebuke” (Job 
26:11); through righteousness and justice, as it is written: 


“Righteousness and justice are the foundation of Your throne” 


(Psalms 89:15); through kindness and mercy, as it is written: 


“Remember Your mercies, O Lord, and Your kindnesses, for 


they are from times of old” (Psalms 25:6). 


And Rav Yehuda said that Rav said, with regard to the same 

matter: When the Holy One, Blessed be He, created the world, 
it continued to expand like two balls of a warp,” whose 

cord lengthens as they unravel, until the Holy One, Blessed be 

He, rebuked it and made it stand still, as it is stated: “The 

pillars of heaven tremble and are astonished at His rebuke” 
(Job 26:11). And this is the same as that which Reish Lakish 

said: What is the meaning of that which is written: “I am the 

Almighty God [El Shaddai]” (Genesis 17:1)? It means: lam He 

Who said to the world “enough [dai], instructing it to stop 

expanding. Similarly, Reish Lakish said: When the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, created the sea, it continued to expand until 

the Holy One, Blessed be He, rebuked it and made it dry, 
as it is stated: “He rebukes the sea and makes it dry, and 

desiccates all the rivers” (Nahum 1:4). 


§ Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel dispute the order of Creation, 
as the Sages taught: Beit Shammai say: The heavens were 
created first and afterward the earth was created, as it is 
stated: “In the beginning God created the heaven and the 
earth” (Genesis 1:1), which indicates that heaven came first. 
And Beit Hillel say: The earth was created first, and heaven 
after it, as it is stated: “On the day that the Lord God made 
earth and heaven” (Genesis 2:4). 


Beit Hillel said to Beit Shammai: According to your words, 
does a person build a second floor and build the first floor of 
the house afterward? As it is stated: “It is He Who builds His 
upper chambers in the heaven, and has founded His vault 
upon the earth” (Amos 9:6), indicating that the upper floor, 
heaven, was built above the earth. Beit Shammai said to Beit 
Hillel: According to your words, does a person make a stool 
for his feet, and make a seat afterward? As it is stated: “So said 
the Lord: The heavens are My seat, and the earth My foot- 
stool” (Isaiah 66:1). But the Rabbis say: Both this and that 
were created as one, for it is stated: “Indeed, My hand has laid 
the foundation of the earth, and My right hand has spread 


out the heavens; when I call to them, they stand up together” 


(Isaiah 48:13), implying that they were created as one. 


The Gemara asks: And the others, Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel, 
what, in their opinion, is the meaning of “together”? The 
Gemara responds: It means that they do not separate from 
each other. In other words, the term “together” is referring not 
to the moment of their creation but to the manner of their 
positioning. The Gemara comments: In any case, the verses 
contradict each other, as heaven is sometimes mentioned first, 
while on other occasions earth is listed beforehand. Reish 
Lakish said: When they were created, He first created the 
heavens and afterward created the earth, but when He spread 
them out and fixed them in their places, He spread out the 
earth and afterward He spread out the heavens. 


NOTES 


Continued to expand like two balls of a warp - my 
nw Sw nips nwa Trim anya: The commentaries 


note that these teachings relate to the po 


entially limit- 


less character of Creation, on the one hand, and to the 


limitation of the divine, which establishes 
ies of being, on the other. This explains 
tion of kindness and mercy alongside t 


the boundar- 
he combina- 
he rebuke in 


the process of Creation (see Maharsha). Potentially, the 
created world should be limitless in all its aspects, but a 


different divine force restrains it and hold 


s it back. The 


dispute with regard to heaven and eart 
nected with this issue. 


BACKGROUND 


h is also con- 


Balls of a warp — ne by Ny: Before being placed in 


the loom, the threads of the warp are wra 


pped around 


balls, called clews. When a ball of this kind falls, the 
thread unravels from it. The threads of the warp are 
generally thinner than those of the woof, and therefore 


such a ball is more likely to come loose. 
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NOTES 


Esh umayim, fire and water — 03) wx: The Panim Yafot 
explains that according to this answer, shamayim is read 
as sha-mayim, with the first syllable reversed, leaving esh- 
mayim, fire-water. 


Shamayim is the name of the Holy One, Blessed be 
He — sm qma witpa bw inw maw: In other words, one 
should not entertain the thought that heaven and earth 
might possess divine qualities, as they constitute primordial 
matter used by God to create His world. Rather, they are 
created objects no different from anything else He created 
(Maharsha). 
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Incidental to the above, the Gemara asks: What is the meaning 
and source of the word “heaven” [shamayim]? Rabbi Yosei bar 
Hanina said: It is an acronym, shesham mayim, meaning: That 
water is there. It was taught in a baraita: Shamayim means esh 
umayim, fire and water," which teaches that the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, brought them both and combined them together, 
and made the firmament from them. 


§ The Gemara relates: Rabbi Yishmael’ asked Rabbi Akiva’ 
a question when they were walking along the way. He said to 
him: You who served Nahum of Gam Zu for twenty-two years, 
who would expound and learn that every appearance of the 
word et in the Torah is meant to teach something, what would 
he expound from the phrase: “The heaven and the earth” [et 
hashamayim veet ha‘aretz] (Genesis 1:1)? He said to him: These 
words should be expounded as follows: Had it stated: In the 
beginning God created hashamayim veha‘aretz, i.e., the heaven and 
the earth, without the word et, I would have said: Shamayim is 
the name of the Holy One, Blessed be He," and the same goes 
for aretz, and the verse would sound as if it meant that God, whose 
name is Shamayim and Aretz, created the world. Since it states “et 
hashamayim ve'et ha‘aretz,’ it is clear that these are created objects 
and that shamayim means the actual heaven and aretz is the 
actual earth. It is for this reason that the word et is necessary. 


PERSONALITIES 
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Rabbi Yishmael -brynn IN: Rabbi Yishmael ben Elisha 11 was 
the grandson of Rabbi Yishmael ben Elisha the High Priest, who 
served in the Second Temple during the period preceding its 
destruction. The grandson is the tanna who is usually referred 
to simply as Rabbi Yishmael throughout the Talmud. As a young 
man, he was imprisoned by the Romans and was ransomed by 
Rabbi Yehoshua, whose student he ultimately became. After a 
while, he developed into one of the most renowned scholars in 
Yavne, where he was the close friend and intellectual adversary 
of Rabbi Akiva. 

Both Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva developed a unique 
system of biblical hermeneutics. The thirteen principles of 
interpretation formulated by Rabbi Yishmael serve as the 
foundation for the halakhic midrash, which derives Jewish 
law from the Torah. Many of his teachings appear throughout 
the Mishna, and many more in the Talmud were taught by his 
students under the rubric of: It was taught in the school of 
Rabbi Yishmael. 

It appears that Rabbi Yishmael passed away prior to the bar 
Kokheva revolt. The Talmud mentions his sons and daughters; 
it is likely that the tanna Rabbi Eliezer, son of Rabbi Yishmael, 
was one of his children. 


Rabbi Akiva — %2"py +37: Akiva ben Yosef was one of the great- 
est of the generation of tanna‘im who were active from just after 
the destruction of the Second Temple until the bar Kokheva 
revolt. He was one of the leading Sages during the lifetime of 
Rabban Gamliel 11 in Yavne. 

According to legend, Rabbi Akiva began his studies at the 
age of forty, when Rachel, the daughter of the wealthy Kalba 
Savua, agreed to marry him on condition that he went to study 
Torah. Rabbi Akiva became the student of Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Hyrcanus and Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananiah. Ultimately, he 
became a great scholar with twenty-four thousand students. 

Among Rabbi Akiva's first students were Shimon ben Azzai 
and Shimon ben Zoma, with whom he entered what is known 
as the orchard, studying esoteric elements of the Torah. Later 
on, he taught Rabbi Meir and Rabbi Shimon bar Yohai, among 
others. He supported bar Kokheva's revolt against the Roman 
authorities, declaring him to be the Messiah. Due to Hadrian's 
decrees Torah study was prohibited, but Rabbi Akiva continued 
gathering Jews and teaching them Torah. Ultimately, he was 
captured and executed as one of the ten martyrs. 

Rabbi Akiva collected early rabbinic teachings and worked 
to organize the Oral Torah. The work done by Rabbi Akiva and 
his students served as the basis for the Mishna that was edited 
by Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi and his disciples. 
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Why do I need “and the earth” [et ha'aretz]? To teach that 
heaven preceded earth" in the order of Creation. The next verse 
states: “And the earth was unformed and void” (Genesis 1:2). 
The Gemara asks: After all, the Bible began with heaven first; 
what is different about the second verse? Why does the Bible 
recount the creation of earth first in the second verse? The Sage 
of the school of Rabbi Yishmael taught: This can be explained 
by a parable ofa flesh-and-blood king who said to his servants: 
Rise early and come to my entrance. He arose and found women 
and men waiting for him. Whom does he praise? Those who are 
unaccustomed to rising early but yet rose early, the women. The 
same applies to the earth: Since it is a lowly, physical sphere, we 
would not have expected it to be created together with heaven. 
Therefore, it is fitting to discuss it at greater length. 


§ It is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yosei says: Woe to them, the 
creations," who see and know not what they see; who stand and 
know not upon what they stand. He clarifies: Upon what does 
the earth stand? Upon pillars, as it is stated: “Who shakes the 
earth out of its place, and its pillars tremble” (Job 9:6). These 
pillars are positioned upon water, as it is stated: “To Him Who 
spread forth the earth over the waters” (Psalms 136:6). These 
waters stand upon mountains, as it is stated: “The waters stood 
above the mountains” (Psalms 104:6). The mountains are upon 
the wind, as it is stated: “For behold He forms the mountains 
and creates the wind” (Amos 4:13). The wind is upon a storm, 
as it is stated: “Stormy wind, fulfilling His word” (Psalms 148:8). 
The storm hangs upon the arm of the Holy One, Blessed be 


He," as it is stated: “And underneath are the everlasting arms” 


(Deuteronomy 33:27), which demonstrates that the entire world 
rests upon the arms of the Holy One, Blessed be He. 


And the Rabbis say: The earth stands on twelve pillars, as it is 
stated: “He set the borders of the nations according to the 
number of the children of Israel” (Deuteronomy 32:8). Just as 
the children of Israel, i.e., the sons of Jacob, are twelve in number, 
so does the world rest on twelve pillars. And some say: There 
are seven pillars, as it is stated: “She has hewn out her seven 
pillars” (Proverbs 9:1). Rabbi Elazar ben Shammua says: The 
earth rests on one pillar and a righteous person is its name, as 
it is stated: “But a righteous person is the foundation of the 
world” (Proverbs 10:25). 


§ Rabbi Yehuda said: There are two firmaments, as it is stated: 
“Behold, to the Lord your God belongs the heaven and the 
heaven of heavens” (Deuteronomy 10:14), indicating that there 
is a heaven above our heaven. 


Reish Lakish said: There are seven firmaments," and they are 
as follows: Vilon,™ Rakia, Shehakim, Zevul, Ma’on, Makhon, and 
Aravot." The Gemara proceeds to explain the role of each firma- 
ment: Vilon, curtain, is the firmament that does not contain 
anything, but enters at morning and departs in the evening, and 
renews the act of Creation daily, as it is stated: “Who stretches 
out the heavens as a curtain [Vilon], and spreads them out as a 
tent to dwell in” (Isaiah 40:22). Rakia, firmament, is the one in 
which the sun, moon, stars, and zodiac signs are fixed, as it is 
stated: “And God set them in the firmament [Rakia] of the 
heaven” (Genesis 1:17). Shehakim, heights, is the one in which 
mills stand and grind manna for the righteous, as it is stated: 


y “And He commanded the heights [Shehakim] above, and 


opened the doors of heaven; and He caused manna to rain upon 
them for food, and gave them of the corn of heaven” (Psalms 
78:23-24). 
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NOTES 
That heaven preceded earth - yy ony pap: 
Bereshit Rabba and other midrashic sources cite the 
continuation of this discussion between Rabbi Akiva 
and Rabbi Yishmael. Rabbi Yishmael has a different 
approach than that of Rabbi Akiva, as he learns from 
the two occurrences of the word et that the hosts of 
the heavens and the hosts of the earth were included 
in Creation as well. The basic difference between the 
two opinions is whether the verse is meant to negate 
erroneous beliefs or merely to describe reality (see 
Otzar HaKavod). It appears that according to Rabbi 
Akiva, the word et before the word ha‘aretz is not to 
be understood in the usual manner as an expression 
of inclusion. Rather, it serves to separate earth from 
heaven, thereby emphasizing that they were no 
created together (see Rabbeinu Hananel). 


Woe to them, the creations, etc. — nina ond rix 
ax: The Maharsha explains why it is considered 
negative for one not to understand the matters of 
Creation. The phrase: Woe to them, refers not to the 
physical aspects of Creation but to issues involv- 
ing the service of God and the power of choice to 
change the world. When people do not realize tha 
they possess that power, it is detrimental for the 
world. 


Upon the arm of the Holy One, Blessed be 
He — Kin Na wip by spina: The Arukh, citing 
Rabbeinu Hananel, writes that the arm refers to God's 
might, upon which the world rests (see Hiddushei 
Aggadot LaRashba). 


Seven firmaments — Dp myag: Rav Hai Gaon 
attempts to connect the list of seven firmaments to 
the number of zodiac signs of the seven planets, bu 
he admits that they do not correspond precisely. The 
Tzlah writes that the details provided by the Gemara 
make it clear that these firmaments are not physica 
entities, not even ones extremely vague in form, bu 
spiritual ones. 


Vilon - ion: Tosafot suggest that Vilon enters in the 
morning and conceals the splendor of the firmamen 
before departing in the evening, thereby revealing 
the stars. The Sefat Emet points out that according to 
this explanation, Vilon comes to conceal the splen- 
dor of the sun slightly; this is the meaning of the 
talmudic phrase sheath of the sun. However, the 
straightforward meaning of the Gemara indicates 
that not only does Vilon not contain anything, but it 
is of no substance and merely serves to renew the 
world each day. 


The number of firmaments — Dp 3991: The 
early authorities explain that the opinions of Rav 
Yehuda and Reish Lakish complement each other. 
Rav Yehuda speaks in general terms of a heaven 
above the heavens, whereas Reish Lakish lists the 
various heavens in detail (see Otzar HaKavod and 
Maharsha). 


LANGUAGE 
Vilon - ion: From the Latin velum, perhaps by way of 
the Greek Bov, whose meanings include a screen; 
possibly from the Greek form Bnàós/Bnàóv, bèlos/ 
bélon, meaning curtain or threshold. 
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NOTES 

Is the location of Jerusalem, etc. — 13) pwn jaw: 
The Sages learn from the verse “a place for You to dwell 
orever” that the heavenly Jerusalem will never be 
destroyed. It contains an everlasting altar for God, with 
he sacred service administered by means of spiritual 
offerings. The Tur explains the prayer: And accept in love 
and favor the offerings of Israel, recited in the Amida 
as a reference to the spiritual offerings sacrificed on 
High even today, when the earthly Temple is no longer 
standing. 


Will open for you His good storehouse — 4. nny 
aiv jix ny: This verse implies the existence of an 
additional storehouse that is not good. Other versions 
of the text cite a different verse that states explicitly 
that there is a storehouse above containing instru- 
ments of retribution: “The Lord has opened His armory, 
and has brought forth the weapons of His indignation” 
(Jeremiah 50:25). 


HALAKHA 


Whoever occupies himself with Torah at night - bs 
abba mina ppiyn: Although the Sages dispute the 
ideal time for Torah study, they nevertheless agree that 
with regard to one who occupies himself with Torah at 
night, a thread of kindness is extended over him by day 
(Rambam Sefer HaMadda, Hilkhot Talmud Torah 3:13). 


BACKGROUND 


Broom tree [rotem] - o7: The rotem is probably the 
plant known as the white broom, Retama raetam, a 
shrub from the Fabaceae family. This plant grows to a 
height of 1-2 m and has small green leaves that it sheds 
in the summer, while only its green branches continue 
to grow. With its extremely fragrant white flowers, the 
shrub can be found in all areas of Israel. Coals made from 
the roots of the broom tree are of excellent quality, and 
preserve their heat for an extended period of time. 


Blossoming white broom tree 
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Zevul, abode, is the location of the heavenly Jerusalem" and 
the heavenly Temple, and there the heavenly altar is built, and 
the angel Michael, the great minister, stands and sacrifices an 
offering upon it, as it is stated: “I have surely built a house of 
Zevul for You, a place for You to dwell forever” (1 Kings 8:13). 
And from where do we derive that Zevul is called heaven? As it 
is written: “Look down from heaven and see, from Your holy 
and glorious abode [Zevul]” (Isaiah 63:15). 


Maon, habitation, is where there are groups of ministering 
angels who recite song at night and are silent during the day 
out of respect for Israel, in order not to compete with their songs, 
as it is stated: “By day the Lord will command His kindness, 
and in the night His song is with me” (Psalms 42:9), indicating 
that the song of the angels is with God only at night. 


With regard to the aforementioned verse, Reish Lakish said: 

Whoever occupies himself with Torah at night," the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, extends a thread of kindness over him 

by day, as it is stated: “By day, the Lord will command His 

kindness,’ and what is the reason that “by day, the Lord will 

command His kindness”? Because “and in the night His song,” 
i.e., the song of Torah, “is with me.” And some say that Reish 

Lakish said: Whoever occupies himself with Torah in this 

world, which is comparable to night, the Holy One, Blessed be 

He, extends a thread of kindness over him in the World-to- 
Come, which is comparable to day, as it is stated: “By day, the 

Lord will command His kindness, and in the night His song 

is with me.” 


With regard to the same matter, Rabbi Levi said: Anyone who 

pauses from words of Torah to occupy himself with mundane 

conversation will be fed with the coals of the broom tree, as it 

is stated: “They pluck saltwort [maluah] with wormwood [alei 

siah], and the roots of the broom tree [retamim|]® are their food” 
(Job 30:4). The exposition is as follows: Those who pluck, i.e., 
pause, from learning Torah, which was given upon two tablets, 
luhot, which sounds similar to maluah, for the purpose of siah, idle 

chatter, are punished by having to eat coals made from “the roots 

of the broom tree.” And from where do we derive that Ma’on 

is called heaven? As it is stated: “Look forth from Your holy 

Maon, from heaven” (Deuteronomy 26:15). 


Makhon, dwelling place, is where there are storehouses of snow 
and storehouses of hail, and the upper chamber of harmful 

dews, and the upper chamber of drops, and the room of tem- 
pests and storms, and the cave of mist. And the doors of all 

these are made of fire. How do we know that there are storehouses 

for evil things? For it is stated: “The Lord will open for you His 

good storehouse," the heavens” (Deuteronomy 28:12), which 

indicates the existence ofa storehouse that contains the opposite 

of good. 


The Gemara asks a question: With regard to these things listed 
above, are they located in heaven? It is obvious that they are 
located on the earth. As it is written: “Praise the Lord from the 
earth, sea monsters and all depths, fire and hail, snow and mist, 
stormy wind, fulfilling His word” (Psalms 148:7-8). The verse 
seems to indicate that all these things are found on the earth. 
Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: David requested mercy with 
regard to them, that they should not remain in heaven, and He 
brought them down to earth. He said before Him: Master of 
the Universe, “You are not a God that has pleasure in wicked- 
ness, evil shall not sojourn with You” (Psalms 5:5). In other 
words, You are righteous, O Lord. Nothing evil should sojourn 
in Your vicinity. Rather, it is better that they remain close to us. 
And from where do we derive that this place is called “heaven”? 
As it is written: “And You shall hear in heaven, the Makhon of 
Your dwelling” (1 Kings 8:39). 
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Aravot, skies, is the firmament that contains righteousness; jus- 
tice; righteousness, i.e., charity; the treasuries of life; the trea- 
suries of peace; the treasuries of blessing; the souls of the 
righteous; the spirits and souls that are to be created; and the 
dew that the Holy One, Blessed be He, will use to revive the 
dead. The Gemara proves this statement: Righteousness and 
justice are found in heaven, as it is written: “Righteousness and 
justice are the foundation of Your throne” (Psalms 89:15); righ- 
teousness, as it is written: “And He donned righteousness as 
armor” (Isaiah 59:17); the treasuries of life, as it is written: “For 
with You is the source of life” (Psalms 36:10). And the treasuries 
of peace are found in heaven, as it is written: “And he called Him 
the Lord of peace” (Judges 6:24), implying that peace is God’s 
name and is therefore found close to Him. And the treasuries of 
blessing, as it is written: “He shall receive a blessing from the 
Lord” (Psalms 24:5). 


The souls of the righteous are found in heaven, as it is written: 
“And the soul of my master shall be bound in the bundle of life 
with the Lord, your God” (1 Samuel 25:29). Spirits and souls 
that are to be created are found there, as it is written: “For the 
spirit that enwraps itself is from Me, and the souls that I have 
made” (Isaiah 57:16), which indicates that the spirit to be released 
into the world, wrapped around a body, is located close to God. 
The dew that the Holy One, Blessed be He, will use to revive 
the dead is found in heaven, as it is written: “A bountiful rain 
You will pour down, God; when Your inheritance was weary, 
You confirmed it” (Psalms 68:10). 


There, in the firmaments, are the ofanim, the seraphim, the holy 
divine creatures, and the ministering angels, and the Throne 
of Glory. The King, God, the living, lofty, exalted One dwells 
above them in Aravot, as it is stated: “Extol Him Who rides 
upon the skies [Aravot], Whose name is God” (Psalms 68:5). 
And from where do we derive that Aravot is called “heaven”? 
This is learned by using a verbal analogy between two instances 
of “rides” and “rides”: Here, it is written: “Extol Him Who rides 
upon the skies [Aravot],’ and there, it is written: “Who rides 
upon the heaven as your help” (Deuteronomy 33:26). 


And darkness and clouds and fog surround Him, as it is stated: 

“He made darkness His hiding place, His pavilion round about 
Him; darkness of waters, thick clouds of the skies” (Psalms 
18:12). The Gemara asks: And is there darkness before Heaven, 
i.e., before God? But isn’t it written: “He reveals deep and secret 
things, He knows what is in the darkness, and the light dwells 
with Him” (Daniel 2:22), demonstrating that only light, not dark- 
ness, is found with God? The Gemara answers: This is not diffi- 
cult. This verse, which states that only light dwells with Him, is 
referring 


to the inner houses, where there is only light; that source, accord- 
ing to which He is surrounded by darkness, is referring to the 
outer houses. And Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: There is one more 
firmament" above these, which is above the heads of the divine 
creatures, as it is written: “And over the heads of the divine 
creatures there was the likeness of a firmament, like the color 
of the terrible ice” (Ezekiel 1:22). 


NOTES 

One more firmament - hx wp Tip: The commentar- 
ies write that this firmament is not included in the list 
of seven firmaments because it is prohibited to discuss 
it due to its lofty status. In other contexts as well, with 
regard to certain acts that are performed to correspond 
to the number of firmaments, the number seven is 
always used. 
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NOTES 

As it is written in the book of Ben Sira - 19a 313 jaw 
pp Ja: In the book of Ben Sira itself (3:21-22), this passage 
appears slightly differently. In the Jerusalem Talmud and 
other sources it is also cited with a slightly different reading: 
“What can you know of that which is concealed from you? 
What can you investigate of that which is deeper than the 
netherworld? Reflect on that which you have been per- 
mitted; you have no business with hidden matters.’ Some 
explain that Ben Sira's proverb alludes to all matters whose 
public exposition was prohibited by the Sages: The act of 
Creation, the Design of the Divine Chariot, the halakhot of 
forbidden sexual relations, and the secrets of the Torah. In 
Hiddushei Aggadot LaRashba, the upper firmament and the 
concealed matters are associated with the kabbalistic sefira 
known as Keter Elyon, Loftiest Crown. 


Descendant of Nimrod — Tiva) by {23 Ja: Tosafot point 
out that Nebuchadnezzar could not have been an actual 
descendant of Nimrod, as Nimrod was descended from Ham, 
while Nebuchadnezzar was descended from Shem. Rather, 
he is considered his descendant due to their similarly evil 
deeds (see Turei Aven and Maharsha). The Rashash notes that 
an individual is at times referred to as son on account of his 
actions, for example, in the expression: Son of a worthless 
man [ben beliyaal]. 


The feet of the divine creatures, etc. — 151 nim oa: This 
list implies that each level includes the one beneath it, form- 
ing a hierarchy. It should certainly not be taken as a literal 
description of the form of the divine creatures. 


One may transmit to him the outlines — wx1 b pia 
775: In conclusion, it appears that it is prohibited to teach 
the Design of the Divine Chariot in a comprehensive manner. 
With regard to the outlines, certain matters may be taught 
in outline form to one who is worthy of studying them 
due to his knowledge and positive character traits, whereas 
matters that are beyond the level of the electrum may be 
transmitted only to one who is wise and understands on 
his own accord. 

The Rambam’s Commentary on the Mishna explains the 
reasoning for this: Since one can grasp such lofty, abstract 
ideas only by means of parables and metaphors, anyone 
teaching the topic to another must necessarily make use of 
his own personal perception of the images. Since different 
teachers are likely to use different metaphors, it is impos- 
sible to convey the meaning of the biblical verses to others 
without becoming entangled in error. Consequently, only 
the outlines may be taught, and the student must fill in the 
gaps by means of his own intellect. 

As the Gemara will explain later, the student may provide 
an account to his teacher of his understanding of these 
matters, so that the latter can examine whether he has 
understood them properly (see the Jerusalem Talmud). 


HALAKHA 

Studying the Design of the Divine Chariot - Mwy mab 
T22: The Sages render prohibited expounding on the 
Design of the Divine Chariot. However, it is permitted to 
transmit its outlines to a scholar such as Rav Hiyya, who 
is capable of understanding the details on his own. It is 
certainly prohibited to lecture in public on such profound 
and obscure matters. Whoever understands these matters 
should keep the knowledge to himself (Rambam Sefer 
HaMadda, Hilkhot Yesodei HaTorah 2:12). 
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The Gemara comments: Until here, you have permission to 
speak; from this point forward you do not have permission 
to speak, as it is written in the book of Ben Sira:"® Seek not 
things concealed from you, nor search those hidden from 
you. Reflect on that which is permitted to you; you have no 
business with secret matters. It is taught in a baraita: Rabban 
Yohanan ben Zakkai said: What response did the Divine 
Voice provide to that wicked man, Nebuchadnezzar, when 
he said: “I will ascend above the heights of the clouds; I will 
be like the Most High” (Isaiah 14:14), thereby intending to 
rise to heaven? A Divine Voice came and said to him: Wicked 
man, son of a wicked man, descendant, i.e., follower of the 
ways, of Nimrod" the wicked, who caused the entire world 
to rebel against Him during the time of his reign. 


How many are the years of man? Seventy years, as it is 
stated: “The span of our life is seventy years, or if we are 
strong, eighty years” (Psalms 90:10). Now is there not 
from the earth to the firmament a walking distance of 
five hundred years, and the thickness of the firmament 
itself is a walking distance of five hundred years, and a 
similar distance exists between each and every one of 
the firmaments? 


And above them, above all the firmaments, are the divine 
creatures. The feet of the divine creatures’ correspond in 
distance to all the firmaments; the ankles of the animals 
correspond to all of them, the shins of the animals corre- 
spond to all of them, the knees of the animals correspond 
to all of them, the thighs of the animals correspond to all of 
them, the bodies of the animals correspond to all of them, 
the necks of the animals correspond to all of them, the 
heads of the animals correspond to all of them, and the 
horns of the animals correspond to all of them. Above them 
is the Throne of Glory: The feet of the Throne of Glory 
correspond to all of them, the Throne of Glory corresponds 
to all of them, and the living, almighty, lofty, exalted King 
dwells above them. And you, Nebuchadnezzar, say: “I will 
ascend above the heights of the clouds; I will be like the 
Most High” (Isaiah 14:15), but the next verse states: “Yet you 
shall be brought down to the netherworld, to the uttermost 
parts of the pit” (Isaiah 14:15). 


§ It is taught in the mishna, according to the Gemara’s expla- 
nation: Nor may one expound the Design of the Divine 
Chariot to an individual. Rabbi Hiyya taught: But one may 
transmit to him, an individual, the outlines" of this topic, 
leaving him to comprehend the rest on his own." Rabbi Zeira 
said: One may transmit the outlines of the Design of the 
Divine Chariot only to the president of the court, who needs 
to know them due to his wisdom and meritorious deeds, and 
to anyone whose heart inside him is concerned, i.e., one who 
is concerned about his sins and desires to achieve full repen- 
tance. There are those who say that this does not refer to two 
separate individuals, but to the president of the court, whose 
heart inside him is concerned. 


BACKGROUND 


The book of Ben Sira - xY ja 399: The book of Ben Sira was 
one of the first books composed after the canonization of 
the Bible. It was written by Shimon ben Yehoshua ben Sira, a 
resident of Jerusalem and a younger contemporary of Shimon 
HaTzaddik, before the Hasmonean period. The book was held in 
high regard. Its translation into Greek by the author's grandson 
in Alexandria in 132 BCE facilitated its circulation among those 
who were unfamiliar with Hebrew. The Septuagint includes 


he book of Ben Sira among the books of the Bible, leading 
many other translations to do the same. Although the Sages 
decided that this book was apocryphal, they did not refrain 
rom quoting it in a most respectful manner. Occasionally they 
even considered it as if it were part of the Bible. It is possible that 
hey rendered its study prohibited because the original volume 
was frequently confused with a different book, Alpha Beta of 
Ben Sira, a popular work filled with many dubious statements. 
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Rabbi Ami said: The secrets of the Torah may be transmitted 
only to one who possesses the following five characteristics: 
“The captain of fifty," and the man of favor, and the counselor, 
and the cunning charmer, and the skillful enchanter” (Isaiah 
3:3). And Rabbi Ami said further: The words of Torah may not 
be transmitted to a gentile," as it is stated: “He has not dealt so 
with any nation, and as for His ordinances, they have not 
known them” (Psalms 147:20). 


§ The Gemara relates: Rabbi Yohanan’ said to Rabbi Elazar:° 
Come and I will teach you the Design of the Divine Chariot. 
Rabbi Elazar said to him: I have not yet aged sufficiently, as one 
must be very settled in one’s mind for these studies. When he 
grew old, Rabbi Yohanan had already passed away. Rabbi Asi 
said to him: Come and I will teach you the Design of the Divine 
Chariot. He said to him: Had I merited, I would have learned 
it from Rabbi Yohanan, your teacher. It therefore appears that I 
am unworthy of studying it. 


The Gemara relates: Rav Yosef would study the Design of the 
Divine Chariot and was familiar with the subject, whereas the 
Elders of Pumbedita would study the act of Creation. They said 
to Rav Yosef: Let the Master teach us the Design of the Divine 
Chariot. He said to them: You teach me" the act of Creation. 
After they taught him that subject, they said to him: Let the 
Master teach us the Design of the Divine Chariot. He said to 
them: We learned with regard to them the secrets of the Torah: 
“Honey and milk are under your tongue” (Song of Songs 4:11), 
meaning that matters that are sweeter than honey and milk 
should remain under your tongue. In other words, one should 
not speak of such matters, and anyone who is familiar with them 
may not reveal them to others. 


Rabbi Abbahu said: It is derived from here, from the following 
verse: “The lambs [kevasim] will be for your clothing” (Prov- 
erbs 27:26), which he expounds as though it were written with 
the letter shin, kevashim, meaning concealed matters: Things that 
constitute the concealed matters of the world should be under 
your clothing; you should not reveal them. When the Elders of 
Pumbedita saw that Rav Yosef was not going to teach them, they 
said to him: We have learned them, the verses concerning the 
Design of the Divine Chariot written in the book of Ezekiel, 
up to the verse “And He said to me, son of man” (Ezekiel 2:1). 
He said to them: If so, these verses are the very essence of the 
Design of the Divine Chariot," as they provide the main details 
of the topic. 


PERSONALITIES 


NOTES 


The captain of fifty — wan Ww: The Gemara addresses 
each of these terms later. The Turei Aven explains that the 
student must be at least fifty years old in order to study these 
lofty matters, which is why the Gemara continues with the 
story of Rabbi Elazar. 


The words of Torah may not be transmitted to a gentile — 
nb AVN 1737 pia px: Several commentaries are puzzled 
by the fact that the halakha with regard to transmitting 
words of Torah to a gentile is not cited by the halakhic deci- 
sors. The Sefat Emet writes that once the Torah was translated 
into Greek, it was no longer possible to issue a blanket pro- 
hibition in this regard. Others claim that the statement with 
regard to transmitting the words of Torah to a gentile does 
not refer to the words of the Torah themselves, but only to 
he secrets of the Torah (Responsa Beer Sheva; see Maharsha). 
The Meiri follows his consistent approach and maintains that 
his prohibition applies only to gentiles who actually worship 
idols, but not to those who believe in one God. 


He said to them teach me, etc. — 1019 max ath ‘Vas: 

This appears to be a form of deception, as they agreed to 
each him only because they anticipated that he would 
each them the Design of the Divine Chariot in return. The 
commentaries point out that the Mekhilta and other sources 
explicitly permit one to steal, so to speak, words of Torah in 
such a manner, and say that there was no moral wrongdo- 
ing involved in his conduct. Furthermore, since they were 
unworthy of learning the Design of the Divine Chariot, it 
was prohibited for him to teach it to them in any case (Rabbi 
Yehuda of Barcelona, citing Rav Hai Gaon). 


These verses are the very essence of the Design of the 
Divine Chariot — Mad vaT Mey y yJ: Rashi understands 
that Rav Yosef is confirming that the students had in fact 
studied the topic previously, so that it was unnecessary for 
him to teach it to them. However, the Rid explains that Rav 
Yosef meant to say that these verses may not be taught to 
others at all. 


Rabbi Yohanan 


-= pam» 34: This is Rabbi Yohanan bar Nappaha, 


For a long time, Rabbi Yohanan was the leading rabbinic 


one of the greatest amora‘im, whose teachings are funda- 
mental components of both the Babylonian and the Jeru- 
salem Talmuds. He resided in Tiberias and lived to an advanced 
age. Almost nothing is known of his family origins. He was 
orphaned at a young age, and although his family apparently 
owned considerable property, in his devotion to the study 
of Torah, he spent virtually all of his resources and eventu- 
ally became impoverished. In his youth, he had the privilege 
of studying under Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, the redactor of the 
Mishna, but most of his Torah learning was accomplished 
under the students of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi: Hizkiya ben Hiyya, 
Rabbi Oshaya, Rabbi Hanina, and Rabbi Yannai, who lavished 
praise upon him. In time, he became the head of the yeshiva 
in Tiberias, at which point his fame and influence increased 
greatly. 


scholar in the entire Jewish world, not only in Eretz Yisrael, but 
in Babylonia as well, where he was respected by the Babylonian 
Sages. Many of them ascended to Eretz Yisrael and became his 
outstanding students. 

He was a master of both halakha and aggada; his teach- 
ings in both disciplines are found throughout both Talmuds. 
In recognition of his intellectual and spiritual stature, the hala- 
kha is ruled in accordance with his opinion in almost every 
case, even when Rav or Shmuel, the preeminent amora‘im of 
Babylonia, whom he treated deferentially, disagree with him. 
Only in disputes with his teachers in Eretz Yisrael, such as Rabbi 
Yannai and Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, is the halakha not ruled in 
accordance with his opinion. 

Rabbi Yohanan had many students. In fact, all of the 
amora'im of Eretz Yisrael in succeeding generations were his 


students and benefited from his teachings, to the extent that he 
is considered the author of the Jerusalem Talmud. His greatest 
students were his brother-in-law Reish Lakish, Rabbi Elazar, 
Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba, Rabbi Abbahu, Rabbi Yosei bar Hanina, 
Rabbi Ami, and Rabbi Asi. 


Rabbi Elazar - Wb 321: In the Gemara, citations of Rabbi 
Elazar, with no patronymic, refer to Rabbi Elazar ben Pedat, 
a second-generation amora in Eretz Yisrael. He was born in 
Babylonia, where he was a student of both Rav and Shmuel. In 
his youth, he immigrated to Eretz Yisrael, where he married. In 
Eretz Yisrael, he became the primary student of Rabbi Yohanan. 


The connection between them was so close that when the 


Gemara raises a contradiction between their statements it also 
expresses or implies surprise that they would hold different 
opinions. 
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NOTES 
Indeed, that man is remembered, etc. — 3) 13} 073: 
This statement, which is not connected to the Design of 
the Divine Chariot, is cited here only as a preamble to the 
subsequent incident, recounting that the Sages also wished 
to suppress the book of Ezekiel due to the Torah secrets it 
contains (Turei Aven). 


That its words contradicted, etc. — panio y1at yaw 
^3): Rashi explains that the description of the sacrificial 
services in the book of Ezekiel contradicts Torah law in 
some instances. In tractate Shabbat he explains that this 
statement is referring to the contradiction with regard to 
the prohibition against eating an unslaughtered animal 
[neveila], which, according to the book of Ezekiel, seems to 
apply only to priests. 


PERSONALITIES 
Hananya ben Hizkiya — mpm ya Maan: Hananya ben 


Hizkiya ben Garon, or Guryon, was one of the most promi- 
nent Sages of the generation following Shammai and Hil- 


lel. His upper chamber served as a meeting place for the 
scholars of the generation, and many important decisions 
were made there. One of his important projects was the 
composition of Megillat Ta‘anit, the first written book of 
Oral Law, which lists and details festive days established in 
commemoration of various historical events. As explained 
here and elsewhere, Hananya also went to great lengths to 
ensure that the book of Ezekiel would not be suppressed 
despite the numerous difficulties it presents. 


Perek II 
Daf13 Amud b 


— NOTES lll 
Are silent and speak — nibham niwm: When God reveals 
Himself to the prophets, He first delivers His divine speech 
to the angels and the divine creatures, who remain silent 
throughout. Afterward, the creatures speak in order to 
inform the relevant prophet of the prophecy at hand (Rabbi 
Betzalel Ashkenazi, citing Petah Einayim). 


LANGUAGE 


Lightning [bazak] — pa: The meaning of this word in the 
Bible is not at all clear. In the context of the Gemara here, 


the Sages associate it with the Aramaic bazaka, earthen- 


ware shards. 
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The Gemara raises an objection to this from a baraita: Until 
where is the Design of the Divine Chariot related? Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi says: Until the latter “And I saw” (Ezekiel 1:27), not 
including the last verse. Rabbi Yitzhak says: Until the word “the 
electrum” (Ezekiel 1:27). Neither of these opinions accord with 
Rav Yosef’s opinion that the Design of the Divine Chariot contin- 
ues until the end of the chapter. The Gemara answers: Until “And 
I saw,’ we teach those worthy of it; from this point forward, we 
transmit only the outlines. There are those who say: Until “And 
I saw,” we transmit the outlines; from this point forward, if he 
is wise and can understand of his own accord, yes, we teach him. 
If not, we do not teach him even the outlines. 


The Gemara poses a question: And may one teach about the 
electrum of the Design of the Divine Chariot at all? But wasn’t 
there a certain youth who expounded the electrum, and fire 
came out and consumed him, showing that such study is highly 
dangerous? The Gemara answers: That youth was different, for 
his time to study such matters had not yet arrived. Therefore, he 
was punished. 


Rav Yehuda said: Indeed, that man is remembered" for good, 
and Hananya ben Hizkiya’ was his name, because were it not 
for him, the book of Ezekiel would have been suppressed. Why 
did they wish to suppress it? Because they found that its words 
contradicted“ the words of Torah, as its later chapters contain 
many halakhot that appear not to accord with those of the Torah. 
What did he do? They brought up to him three hundred barrels 
of oil, for light and sustenance, and he sat in an upper chamber 
and expounded it, to reconcile its teachings with those of the 
Torah. 


The Sages taught: An incident occurred involving a youth who 
was reading the book of Ezekiel in the house of his teacher, and 
he was able to comprehend the electrum, and fire came out of 
the electrum and burned him. And they sought to suppress the 
book of Ezekiel due to the danger it posed. Hananya ben Hizkiya 
said to them: If this youth happened to be wise, are all people 
wise enough to understand this book? 


The Gemara asks: What is the electrum? Rav Yehuda said: 


It refers to speaking animals of fire. Electrum [hashmal] is an 
acrostic of this phrase [hayyot esh memallelot]. It was taught in 
a baraita: At times they are silent; at times they speak." When 
the divine speech emerges from the mouth of the Holy One, 
Blessed be He, they are silent; and when the divine speech does 
not emerge from the mouth of the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
they speak. 


§ The verse states: “And the divine creatures ran and returned 
like the appearance of a flash of lightning [bazak]” (Ezekiel 
1:14). What is the meaning of “ran and returned”? Rav Yehuda 
said: Like fire that is emitted from a furnace, whose flame is 
continuously bursting out and withdrawing. What is the meaning 
of “like the appearance ofa flash of lightning”? Rabbi Yosei bar 
Hanina said: Like the fire that is emitted from between pieces 
of earthenware used for refining gold, as an additional meaning 
ascribed to the word bazak' is shards of earthenware. 
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The verse states: “And I looked and, behold, a stormy wind 
came out of the north, a great cloud, with a fire flashing up, so 
that a brightness was round about it; and out of its midst was 
like the color of electrum, out of the midst of the fire” (Ezekiel 
1:4). The Gemara poses a question: Where did that wind go? 
Rav Yehuda said that Rav said: It went to conquer the entire 
world under the wicked Nebuchadnezzar. And why was all of 
this necessary? Why was it necessary that the entire world be 
subjected to his dominion? So that the nations of the world 
would not say: The Holy One, Blessed be He, delivered His 
children into the hands of a lowly nation. Since it was already 
decreed that the kingdom of Israel would fall into the hands of 
Nebuchadnezzar, God made him into a great conqueror, so that 
Israel would not be ashamed of being defeated by him. The Holy 
One, Blessed be He, said with regard to this: Who caused Me 
to be an attendant to worshippers of molten images, forcing 
Me to wage their wars? It was the sins of Israel that led Me to 
do so. 


Another verse in the same chapter states: “Now as I beheld the 
divine creatures, behold, one wheel [ofan] was upon the earth 
near the divine creatures” (Ezekiel 1:15). Rabbi Elazar said: 
This wheel is a certain angel who stands on the earth and its 
head reaches the divine creatures. It was taught in a baraita: 
This angel is named Sandalfon,' who is taller than his colleague 
by a distance of five hundred years, and he stands behind the 
Divine Chariot and weaves crowns for his Maker." The Gemara 
asks: Is that so? Can crowns be woven for God? But isn’t it 
written: “Blessed be the Lord’s glory from His place” (Ezekiel 
3:12), which proves by inference that no one knows His place? 
Therefore, how can crowns be woven for Him? Rather, it can be 
done by saying a name for the crown, and then the crown goes 
and sits on God’s head of its own accord. 


§ Rava said: All that Ezekiel saw, the prophet Isaiah sawas well, 
but the latter did not find it necessary to describe his vision in 
such detail. To what may Ezekiel be compared? To a villager 
who saw the king and is excited by all the extravagances of the 
king’s palace and everything it contains, as he is unaccustomed 
to them. And to what may Isaiah be compared? To a city dwell- 
er who saw the king. Such an individual focuses on the encoun- 
ter with the king, and is oblivious to all the distractions. Reish 
Lakish said: What is the meaning of that which is written: “I 
will sing to the Lord, for He is highly exalted” (Exodus 15:1)? 
It is fitting to sing to He Who is exalted above the exalted. As 
the Master said: The king of the beasts is the lion, the king of 
the domestic animals is the ox, the king of the birds is the 
eagle, and man is exalted and lords over them, but the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, is exalted above all of them and above the 
entire world, as the creatures that appear in the Divine Chariot 
are the ox, the lion, the eagle, and man. 


The Gemara poses a question with regard to the animals of the 
Divine Chariot: One verse states: “As for the likeness of their 
faces, they had the face of a man; and the four had the face of 
alion on the right side; and the four had the face of an ox on 
the left side” (Ezekiel 1:10). And it is also written: “And each 
one had four faces: The first face was the face of the cherub, 
and the second face was the face of a man, and the third the 
face of a lion, and the fourth the face of an eagle” (Ezekiel 
10:14), but it does not include the face of an ox in this second 
list. Reish Lakish said: Ezekiel requested mercy with regard 
to it," i.e., the face of the ox, and had it turned into a cherub. 
He said before Him as follows: Master of the Universe. Shall 
an accuser [kateigor]' become a defender [saneigor]?' As 
the face of an ox recalls Israel’s sin of the Golden Calf, it would 
be preferable for there to be a different face on the Divine 
Chariot. 


LANGUAGE 


Sandalfon — isda: If this name carries any meaning, it 
is similar to the Greek Lvvader@os, sunadelphos, which 
means one who has brothers or sisters or one who belongs 
to a group ora sect. 


Accuser [kateigor] — iwp: From the Greek Katiyyopos, 
kategoros, the prosecutor in a court of law. 


Defender [saneigor] - 71230: From the Greek ovvryyopoc, 
sunégoros, the representative of the defendant who pleads 
his case in court. 


NOTES = £———————_- 
Weaves crowns for his Maker - inp) mans wip: Accord- 
ing to several midrashim, these crowns are understood to 
refer to words of prayer. Indeed, human beings recite praises 
with regard to God's crown in the additional prayer. The 
angels are portrayed as creating crowns from these prayers 
for God. 


A villager and a city dweller — 12 31159 7a: Rashi and 
Rabbeinu Hananel explain that city dwellers are not as 
impressed by superficial adornments as villagers are. How- 
ever, Tosafot explain that the key factor is not the character 
of the prophet but the location where the vision is experi- 
enced. The revelation of the Divine Presence in Babylonia 
is an unusual phenomenon, requiring it to be presented 
in greater detail. 

The Maharsha explains, similarly to Rashi, that a city 
dweller is accustomed to seeing kings and palaces, whereas 
Ezekiel, the villager, was unaccustomed to royal ways. The 
Shita Mekubbetzet explains that the difference does not lie 
in the particular prophet but in the inhabitants of his locale, 
as villagers require detailed descriptions, unlike city dwellers. 
The Zohar states that since the Jewish people were at 
he lowest point of their exile and had lost all hope, Ezekiel 
provided an elaborate depiction of the greatness of the 
Divine Chariot in order to raise their spirits. 


Ezekiel requested mercy with regard to it - wpa oxpim 
Dam vy: According to one opinion, this face was originally 
hat of a baby who resembled Joseph, but Moses trans- 
ormed it and gave it the features of an ox, as the verse with 
regard to Joseph's tribe in Deuteronomy 33:17 reads: “His 
firstborn ox, majesty is his” Later, Ezekiel requested that this 
eature be omitted, as it calls attention to Israel’s transgres- 
sion in the incident of the Golden Calf (Otzar HaKavod). 
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The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of “cherub”? Rabbi 
Abbahu said: Like a baby [keravya], for in Babylonia they call 
a baby ravya. Rav Pappa said to Abaye: However, if that is so, 
what is the meaning of that which is written: “The first face 
was the face of the cherub, and the second face was the face 
of a man, and the third the face of a lion, and the fourth the 
face of an eagle”? The face of a cherub is the same as the face 
ofa man; what is the difference between them? He replied: The 
difference is that the face of a man is referring to a large face, 
whereas the face of a cherub means the small face of a baby. 


The Gemara asks another question: One verse states: “Each 
one had six wings; with two it covered its face and with two it 
covered its feet, and with two it flew” (Isaiah 6:2), and another 
verse states: “And every one had four faces, and every one of 
them had four wings” (Ezekiel 1:6). The Gemara answers: This 
is not difficult, as here, when the verse states they each had six 
wings, it is referring to the time when the Temple is standing, 
while there, where four wings are described, it is referring to 
the time when the Temple is not standing, for it is as if the 
number of the wings of the animals were diminished so that 
they now have only four. 


The Gemara asks: Which of the wings were diminished? Rav 
Hananel said that Rav said: Those with which they recite 
song. The proof is that it is written here: “And with two it flew 
Lyeofef |. And one called to the other and said” (Isaiah 6:2-3), 
and it is written: “Will you set [hata’if] your eyes upon it? It 
is gone” (Proverbs 23:5), implying that the flight of these wings 
had ceased. 


And the Rabbis say that the wings they lost are those with 
which they cover their feet, for it is stated: “And their feet 
were straight feet” (Ezekiel 1:7). Now if these wings had not 
been diminished, how would he know what their feet looked 
like? Clearly their feet were no longer covered. The Gemara 
rejects this: This is no proof, for perhaps they were momen- 
tarily revealed, allowing him to see them. Because if you do 
not say so, that he saw them for a moment, then with regard to 
the verse: “And the likeness of their faces, they had the face 
of aman” (Ezekiel 1:10), so too will you say that these the wings 
covering their faces were diminished as well? Rather, it must 
be that they were revealed and he saw them. Here too, they 
were revealed and he saw them. 


The Gemara refutes this: How can these cases be compared? 
Granted, it is logical that his face was revealed, as it is proper 
conduct for an angel to reveal his face before his Master, and 
therefore it is possible that they would have revealed their faces 
at certain times; but with regard to his feet, it is not proper 
conduct to reveal them before his Master. Therefore, they must 
have lacked wings to cover their feet. 


§ The Gemara continues to address apparent contradictions 
between verses concerning similar matters: One verse states: 
“A thousand thousands ministered to Him, and ten thousand 
times ten thousand stood before him” (Daniel 7:10), and 
another verse states: “Is there a number to His troops?” (Job 
25:3), implying that they are even more numerous than “ten 
thousand times ten thousand.” The Gemara answers: This is 
not difficult, for here, when they are without number, the verse 
is referring to the time when the Temple is standing; there, 
the other verse is referring to the time when the Temple is 
not standing, for it is as though the heavenly entourage 
[pamalya]: were diminished. 


Entourage [pamalya] - 


wna: From the Latin familia, which 
means household, i.e., the attendants and all those tied to a 


LANGUAGE 


family estate. The heavenly pamalya therefore refers to all those 
who minister to God. 
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It is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi says in the name of 
Abba Yosei ben Dosai: “A thousand thousands ministered to Him” 
is referring to the number of angels in a single troop, but with regard 

to the number of his troops, it can be said: “And to his troops, there 

is no number.” And Rabbi Yirmeya bar Abba said: There is no 

contradiction, since with regard to the phrase “a thousand thousands 

ministered to Him,’ the pronoun “Him” can be literally translated as: 

It, referring not to those who serve God Himself, but to those who 

administer to the River Dinur, as it is stated: “A fiery [dinur] river 

issued and came forth from before him; a thousand thousands 

ministered to it, and a myriad myriads stand before it” (Daniel 

7:10). The ministers of God, however, are indeed too numerous to 

count. 


The Gemara asks: From where does this river flow? The Gemara 
answers: From the perspiration of the divine creatures." And where 
does it flow to? Rav Zutra bar Toviya said that Rav said: Upon the 
heads of the wicked in Gehenna, as it is stated: “Behold, a storm 
of the Lord has gone forth in fury, a whirling storm; it shall whirl 
upon the head of the wicked” (Jeremiah 23:19). And Rav Aha bar 
Ya’akov said: The river flows over those who were snatched 
away, i.e., the generations that were never created, as it is stated: 


“Who were snatched away before their time, whose foundation was 


poured out as a stream” (Job 22:16), implying that the River Dinur 
flows over them. It is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Shimon HeHasid 
said in explanation of this verse: These people “who were snatched 
away” are those nine hundred and seventy-four generations that 
were snatched away; they were to have been created 


before the creation of the world, but they were not created. The 
Torah was supposed to have been given a thousand generations after 
the world was created, as it is written: “He commanded His word for 
a thousand generations” (Psalms 105:8), but God gave it earlier, after 
only twenty-six generations, so that nine-hundred and seventy-four 
generations should have been created but were not. The Holy One, 
Blessed be He, acted by planting a few of them’ in each and every 
generation, and they are the insolent ones of the generation, as they 
belonged to generations that should not have been created at all. 


And Rav Nahman bar Yitzhak said that the verse: “Who were 
snatched [kumtu]” (Job 22:16), is written for a blessing," as the verse 
is not referring to lowly, cursed people, but to the blessed. 
These are Torah scholars, who shrivel [ mekamtin], i.e., humble, 
themselves over the words of Torah in this world. The Holy One, 
Blessed be He, reveals a secret to them in the World-to-Come, as 
it is stated: “Whose foundation [yesodam] was poured out as a 
stream” (Job 22:16), implying that He will provide them with an 
abundant knowledge of secret matters [sod]. 


Shmuel said to Hiyya bar Rav: Son of great ones, come and I will 

tell you something of the great things that your father would say: 

Each and every day, ministering angels are created from the River 

Dinur, and they recite song to God and then immediately cease to 

exist, as it is stated: “They are new every morning; great is Your 

faithfulness” (Lamentations 3:23), indicating that new angels praise 

God each morning. The Gemara comments: And this opinion dis- 
agrees with that of Rabbi Shmuel bar Nahmani, as Rabbi Shmuel 

bar Nahmani said that Rabbi Yonatan said: With each and every 

word that emerges from the mouth of the Holy One, Blessed be He, 
an angel is created, as it is stated: “By the word of the Lord the 

heavens were made, and by the breath of His mouth all their hosts” 
(Psalms 33:6). The hosts of heaven are the angels, who, he claims, are 

created from the mouth of God, rather than from the River Dinur. 


NOTES 


From the perspiration of the divine creatures — 


ninw 


imna: The River Dinur represents the lower, 


more limited flow of the creatures’ power. This is 


alluded 
[dinur]" 


to in the verse “His throne was fiery flames 
(Daniel 7:9), implying that the River Dinur, 


mentioned in the subsequent verse, flows from the 
fiery sparks emitted from the creatures carrying the 
Divine Chariot (Maharsha). 


NOTES 


The Holy One, Blessed be He, acted by planting a 
few of them - jones NIT a WIP Tay: Tosafot 
write that God foresaw the wickedness of the mem- 


bers of t 


at generation and therefore removed them 


from the world, or, at the very least, dispersed them 


among 


hose of other generations (see Maharsha). 


Snatched is written for a blessing - mrad wap 


DINJIN 
“Before t 


371: The Maharsha explains that the phrase: 
heir time” (Job 22:16), refers to reward in the 


World-to-Come. Alternatively, it is a reference to 


those sc 


holars who continue studying Torah beyond 


the regular hours of study (Melo HaRo‘im). 
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NOTES 


And the hair of his head, etc. — ^3) mmi Www: The 
image of God presented here is not really an image 
of God Himself but a certain image shown to those 
who are able to see it, as revelation is specific to each 
viewer and to the topic of the message being relayed 
to him (Rabbeinu Hananel; Otzar HaKavod). 

The teaching of this Gemara is rendered into poetic 
form in the Song of Glory recited at the conclusion of 
Sabbath and Festival prayer services: They represented 
you in many visions; through them all, You are One 
without divisions. They saw in You old age and youth, 
and the hair of Your head hoary and black; elderly on 
the day of judgment, and young on the day of battle. 

Alternatively, Rabbeinu Hananel suggests that the 
changing image in prophetic visions is not that of 
God, but rather that of the angel who appears to the 
prophets (see Rav Sa'adia Gaon, Emunot VeDeot, 11, 6). 


One for Him and one for David - ab ial) b SNK: 
The commentaries explain that Rabbi Akiva did not 
mean that David's throne should be placed alongside 
that of the Divine Presence. Rather, he was referring to 
a level of the Divine Presence entitled David, known 
in kabbalistic terminology as malkhut, majesty. Rabbi 
Yosei the Galilean and Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya are 
therefore referring to the same phenomenon. The 
former took issue with Rabbi Akiva only because he 
felt that his image and choice of words would invite 
a mundane interpretation (Otzar HaKavod; see Turei 
Aven). According to this understanding, Rabbi Akiva 
was told that despite his knowledge of the Design 
of the Divine Chariot, it would be inappropriate for 
him to expound on this matter, as his listeners might 
misunderstand him. 


Six hundred orders of Mishna — MWN 11D Nixa ww: 
These orders comprise the entirety of the Oral Law 
rom the days of Moses until the days of the tanna‘im. 
However, when the knowledge of Torah decreased in 
he times of Hillel and Shammai, due to persecutions 
and troubles, the Sages decided that it was not pos- 
sible to remember all of them, so they consolidated 
he six hundred volumes of Mishna into the current 
orm of six orders. The geonim are quoted as saying 
hat this abridgement of orders occurred in the days 
of Hillel (see the Petah Einayim). 


PERSONALITIES 
Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya - 7 ja awhy 109: One 
of the most significant tanna‘im in the generation 
following the destruction of the Temple, Rabbi Elazar 
ben Azarya descended from a family of great wisdom, 
distinguished lineage, and wealth. 

His father, Azarya, was also a Torah scholar and an 
extremely wealthy man. Azarya supported his brother 
Shimon, one of the Sages. For this reason, he is referred 
o as Shimon, brother of Azarya. 

Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya’s family was a family of 
priests descended from Ezra the Scribe, and there are 
raditions that tell of similarities between them. The 
Gemara describes how his knowledge, wealth, and 
amily lineage made him the Sages’ choice to replace 
Rabban Gamliel as Nasi, when he was removed from 
his position of leadership after embarrassing Rabbi 
Yehoshua (Berakhot 27b). 


LANGUAGE 
Take [kelakh] — sha: This appears to be a shortened 
expression. Based on parallel texts, it is an abbrevi- 
ated form of lekha lakh, meaning: Go, take yourself. 
Others hold that it is short for keleh velekh, meaning: 
Finish and go. 
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§ The Gemara continues to reconcile verses that seem to contradict 
each other: One verse states: “His raiment was as white snow, and 
the hair of his head" like pure white wool” (Daniel 7:9), and it is 
written: “His locks are curled, black as a raven” (Song of Songs 
5:11). The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. Here the verse in 
Daniel is referring to when He is in the heavenly academy, while 
there the verse in Song of Songs speaks of when He is at war, for 
the Master said: There is no finer individual to study Torah in an 
academy than an old man, and there is no finer individual to wage 
war than a youth. A different metaphor is therefore used to describe 
God on each occasion. 


The Gemara poses another question: One verse states: “His throne 
was fiery flames” (Daniel 7:9), and another phrase in the same verse 
states: “Till thrones were placed, and one who was ancient of days 
sat,” implying the existence of two thrones. The Gemara answers: 
This is not difficult. One throne is for Him and one is for David," 
as it is taught in a baraita with regard to this issue: One throne 
for Him and one for David; this is the statement of Rabbi Akiva. 
Rabbi Yosei HaGelili said to him: Akiva, how long shall you make 
the Divine Presence profane, by presenting it as though one could 
sit next to Him? Rather, the two thrones are designated for different 
purposes: One for judgment and one for righteousness. 


The Gemara asks: Did Rabbi Akiva accept this rebuff from him, or 

did he not accept it from him? The Gemara offers a proof: Come 

and hear the following teaching of a different baraita: One throne 

is for judgment and one is for righteousness; this is the statement 

of Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya’ said to him: Akiva, what 

are you doing occupying yourself with the study of aggada? This is 

not your field of expertise. Take [kelakh]' your words to the topics 

of plagues and tents. Meaning, it is preferable that you teach the 

halakhot of the impurity of leprosy and the impurity of the dead, 
which are within your field of expertise. Rather, with regard to the 

two thrones: One throne is for a seat and one is for a small seat. 
The seat is to sit on, and the small seat is for His footstool, as it is 

stated: “The heavens are My seat, and the earth My footstool” 
(Isaiah 66:1). 


O The Gemara stated earlier that one who studies the secrets of 
Torah must be “a captain of fifty and a man of favor” (Isaiah 3:3), but 
it did not explain the meaning of these requirements. It now returns 
to analyze that verse in detail. When Rav Dimi came from Israel 
to Babylonia, he said: Isaiah cursed Israel with eighteen curses, 
and his mind was not calmed, i.e., he was not satisfied, until he 
said to them the great curse of the following verse: “The child 
shall behave insolently against the aged, and the base against 
the honorable” (Isaiah 3:5). 


The Gemara asks: What are these eighteen curses? The Gemara 
answers: As it is written: “For behold, the Master, the Lord of 
hosts, shall take away from Jerusalem and from Judah support 
and staff, every support of bread, and every support of water; the 
mighty man, and the man of war; the judge, and the prophet, and 
the diviner, and the elder; the captain of fifty, and the man of favor, 
and the counselor, and the cunning charmer, and the skillful 
enchanter. And I will make children their princes, and babes shall 
rule over them” (Isaiah 3:1-4). The eighteen items listed in these 
verses shall be removed from Israel. 


The Gemara proceeds to clarify the homiletical meaning of 
these terms: “Support”; these are masters of the Bible. “Staff”; 
these are masters of Mishna, such as Rabbi Yehuda ben Teima 
and his colleagues. The Gemara interjects: Rav Pappa and the 
Rabbis disagreed with regard to this. One of them said: They were 
proficient in six hundred orders of Mishna," and the other one 
said: In seven hundred orders of Mishna, only six of which remain 
today. 
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“Every support of bread”; these are masters of Talmud, as it is 
stated: “Come, eat of my bread, and drink of the wine that I have 
mingled” (Proverbs 9:5). “And every support of water”; these 
are the masters of aggada, who draw people’s hearts like water 
by means of aggada. “The mighty man”; this is the master of 
halakhic tradition,’ one who masters the halakhot transmitted 
to him from his rabbis. “And the man of war”; this is one who 
knows how to engage in the discourse of Torah, generating novel 
` teachings in the war of Torah. “A judge”; this is a judge who 
judges a true judgment truthfully. “A prophet”; as it literally 
indicates. “A diviner”; this is a king.’ Why is he called a diviner? 


For it is stated: “A divine sentence is on the lips of the king” 


(Proverbs 16:10). “An elder”; this is one fit for the position of head 
of an academy. 


“A captain of fifty,” do not read it as “sar hamishim,’ rather read 


it as “sar humashin”; this is one who knows how to engage in 
discourse with regard to the five books of [hamisha humshei] the 
Torah. Alternatively, “a captain of fifty” should be understood in 
accordance with Rabbi Abbahu, for Rabbi Abbahu said: From 
here we learn that one may not appoint a disseminator over the 
public’ to transmit words of Torah or teachings of the Sages if 
he is less than fifty years of age. “And the man of favor”; this is 
one for whose sake favor is shown to his generation. The Gemara 
provides different examples of this: Some garner favor above, such 
as Rabbi Hanina ben Dosa,’ whose prayers for his generation 
would invariably be answered. Others gain favor below, for exam- 
ple: Rabbi Abbahu, who would plead Israel's case in the house 
of the emperor. 


“The counselor”; this is referring to one who knows how to 


intercalate years and determine months, due to his expertise in 
the phases of the moon and the calculation of the yearly cycle. 


“The cunning”; this is a student’ who makes his rabbis wise 


through his questions. “Charmer [harashim]”; this is referring to 
one so wise that when he begins speaking matters of Torah, all 
those listening are as though deaf [hershin], as they are unable to 
comprehend the profundity ofhis comments. “The skillful”; this 
is one who understands something new from something else he 
has learned. “Enchanter [lahash]”; this is referring to one who is 
worthy of having words of the Torah that were given in whispers 
[lahash], i.e., the secrets of the Torah, transmitted to him. 


The Gemara continues to interpret this verse: “And I will make 
children their princes” (Isaiah 3:4). The Gemara asks: What 
is the meaning of “And I will make children [ne‘arim] their 
princes”? Rabbi Elazar said: These are people who are devoid 
[menwarin] of mitzvot; such people will become the leaders of 
the nation. 


NOTES 


The mighty man, this is the master of halakhic tradition - 1123 
niyinw bya mt: Because this man has learned many halakhot 


sidered mighty in Torah learning (Maharsha). 


A diviner, this is a king - thn m opip: The term diviner cannot 
be understood literally, as divination is prohibited by the Torah, 
and the abolishment of diviners would not be viewed as a curse. 
Therefore, it is interpreted as referring to a king (Maharsha). 


A disseminator over the public, etc. - ^3) vayn by annn: 
Rashi indicates that one who is less than fifty years of age is 


rom his rabbis, he can safely rely on them and is therefore con- 


not yet worthy of delivering public lectures with the aid of a 
disseminator. A variant version of the text reads as follows: We 
do not appoint a disseminator for a small gathering but only for 
a group of at least fifty individuals. 


Cunning [hakham], this is a student, etc. - nbn moan 
"131: The Gemara did not explain hakham literally, as wise man, 
because the word is used as part of an expression, “cunning 
charmer.’ According to the explanation offered here, the hakham 
is the student of a charmer (Maharsha). 


rom the publisher 


PERSONALITIES 

Rabbi Hanina ben Dosa - xpi" {a MIM: A tanna who 
lived at the end of the Second Temple period, Rabbi 
Hanina ben Dosa was a disciple of Rabban Yohanan ben 
Zakkai. However, he is best known as the performer of 
miraculous acts, a righteous man whose prayers were 
always heard on high. The Talmud is replete with stories 
of miracles that took place for him and for those close to 
him. He was indigent and earned a very meager living. He 
is the Talmud’s paradigm of a full-fledged righteous man 
who received no reward in this world. In tractate Avot, 
several of his ethical teachings are cited. They underscore 
the primacy of the fear of Heaven and the need for mutual 
affection in interpersonal relationships. 


PATI pD: HAGIGA: PEREKII‘14A 279 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


a1 vex - 02 dem odbyny 
xd) sbyn 03 byn : ‘Spy 1a MBB 
IY DTD WNW WY tAYT MPM 
by - "13323 ibp Ita wn 
yap msan yo p wiw DT 23 
mopy aa msna Kbnaw %3 
wa nint niany n KD -1233 
yoy ninit nibpw DIT) mbpa 

niana 


aybws nywa IY KVU IVY 
my% bya Dy PED > anon by 
VAN Va VOKI WR WINI” KIW 
yay mg- nD man pyp qb shaw 

PA pw; A PENN OTK 


Thwanmy OND INNTI mowoany 
Pray DIY 3a PRY ODT NN 
nnn jae» pita Swe yp ore KYR poy 
man xd se NIT Oa NOY” TD 
x mbaw peo ond py mam wain 
KE? PX - NOY” "DY pyp mw 
Ken nse” Na Taw me ashy 
an’ yng mawan m0 e 
Kb a PRY - "onw Px) on py 

sepa hy nave xy ep 


i> vox ONT ONT ww KAYT 
mI yo MN : wh HAY - NITAI 
mag xb” ono DW aaa VDD PY 

bop vain mae eh rwan 


DIY main KY KII VIKT PPN 
ORY TIN wa TAN PSY TY 
Wh ey obw nina wow” 
DX DN INYO OX POJI WPI 
mboy) TIY WpIA pawn niy w 

sowp xd rab 


NOTES 


“And babes [ta’alulim] shall rule over them”; Rav Pappa bar Ya'akov 
said: Taalulim means foxes [ta'alei], sons of foxes. In other words, 
inferior people both in terms of deeds and in terms of lineage. And 
the prophet Isaiah’s mind was not calmed" until he said to them: 

“The child shall behave insolently against the aged, and the base 
against the honorable” (Isaiah 3:5). “The child” [naar]; these are 
people who are devoid of mitzvot, who will behave insolently 
toward one who is as filled with mitzvot as a pomegranate. “And 
the base [nikleh] against the honorable [nikhbad]”; this means that 
one for whom major [kaved] transgressions are like minor ones 
[kalot] in his mind will come and behave insolently with one for 
whom even minor transgressions are like major ones in his mind. 


Q The Gemara continues its explanation of the chapter in Isaiah. Rav 
Ketina said: Even at the time of Jerusalem’s downfall, trustworthy 
men did not cease to exist among its people, as it is stated: “For 
a man shall take hold of his brother of the house of his father, 
and say: You have a cloak, be our ruler” (Isaiah 3:6). The Gemara 
explains that they would approach someone and say to him: Things 
that people are careful to keep covered as with a cloak, i.e., words 
of Torah that are covered and concealed, are under your hand, as 
you are an expert with regard to them. 


What is the meaning of the end of that verse: “And this stumbling 
block” (Isaiah 3:6)? Things that people cannot grasp unless they 
have stumbled over them, as they can be understood only with 
much effort, are under your hand. Although they will approach 
an individual with these statements, he “shall swear that day, saying: 
I will not be a healer, for in my house there is neither bread nor 
a cloak; you shall not make me ruler of a people” (Isaiah 3:7). 
When the verse states: “Shall swear [yissa],” yissa is none other 
than an expression of an oath, as it is stated: “You shall not take 
[tissa] the name of the Lord your God in vain” (Exodus 20:6). 
Therefore, the inhabitant of Jerusalem swears: “I will not bea healer 
[hovesh]” (Isaiah 3:7), which means: I was never one of those who 
sit [mehovshei] in the study hall; “for in my house there is neither 
bread nor a cloak,” as I possess knowledge of neither the Bible, nor 
Mishna, nor Gemara. This shows that even at Jerusalem's lowest 
spiritual ebb, its inhabitants would admit the truth and own up to 
their complete ignorance. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: But perhaps it is different there, for 
if he had said: I have learned, they would have said to him: Tell us, 
and people do not lie about things that can be easily verified. The 
Gemara rejects this claim: If he were a liar, he would have said that 
he learned and forgot, thereby avoiding shame. What is the meaning 
of “I will not be a healer,” which seems to imply that he had learned 
in the past? It means: I will not be a healer" at all, as I have never 


learned. Consequently, there were trustworthy men in Jerusalem 
after all. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty: Is that so? But didn’t Rava 
say: Jerusalem was not destroyed until trustworthy men ceased 
to exist in it, as it is stated: “Run to and fro through the streets of 
Jerusalem, and see now and know, and seek in its broad places, if 
you can find a man, if there is any that acts justly, that seeks truth, 
and I will pardon her” (Jeremiah 5:1), implying there were no 
trustworthy people at that time? The Gemara answers: This is not 
difficult: 


And his mind was not calmed - inyt mN xb: How is generation “the child shall behave insolently against the aged, Iwill not be a healer - wain ma x: Rashi explains that the 
it possible that the prophet was not appeased until he had etc” This calmed him, for he now understood the justification future tense in this context, as is often the case, should be 
cursed Israel with such a terrible curse? One answer is that the _ for all these severe punishments (Petah Einayim). understood as the present continuous, so that: | will not be, 


prophet was in fact upset about having to relate all these curses 
and objected to doing so, until he was informed that in that 
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should be understood as: | am not used to being, or: | do not 
deal with such matters. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek II 
Daf14 Amud b 


JPD KPNI - KI ATN VATA - N 
Nas) - AD Nw ng- minga 


many Nar a NY pana Moy ps On 
aya Jan MN aiana by a3 
par tb wax any ATA TW ya wy 
sox maam wyna Ins pS 9 mW 
yma mapa KI) amb» PW Ip xb 
ADAN NYT pag D37 mT DON NYX 
vanan ams 317327 PHT 

wax 5 vax 


pian Syn eat a janie im wy VN 
any ziana es ny m me yas 
APIA MIDI MyDD WIT TAN WIN 
mx aunts Pya mwa gya aay 
ra wy SLND wa Pia Oy 2399 
wes MI) WIT TIWI Mews Tw 
Mywaw Nis bp TAPD) DWT 1 

nye mig) jpa nng 


Vist om ny Dba” anne ape an 
DNY bp) yy... ba) Dyan 
Two wwe yo Jen maya vaibha 
PMS! 2 ANY [31 Woy Aa Ian MWYN 
Dg mt ana sax wees by ipon 
DIPY WAN DTN? 13 Maw NT? 
wy masa Moya WNP pa? 
PIPA rey vpn nga py wah TN 
DDD TKN WIT AND TAX WT TNI 
NE TW 1B Wey way OTTIN P WY 
psn 


This case is referring to words of Torah, while that case is 
referring to commerce. With regard to words of Torah, they 
were trustworthy; with regard to commerce, they were not. 


§ The Gemara returns to the topic of the Design of the Divine 
Chariot. The Sages taught: An incident occurred involving 
Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai,’ who was riding on a donkey 
and was traveling along the way, and his student, Rabbi 
Elazar ben Arakh,” was riding a donkey behind him. Rabbi 
Elazar said to him: My teacher, teach me one chapter in the 
Design of the Divine Chariot. He said to him: Have I not 
taught you: And one may not expound the Design of the 
Divine Chariot to an individual, unless he is a Sage who 
understands on his own accord? Rabbi Elazar said to him: 
My teacher, allow me to say before you one thing that you 
taught me. In other words, he humbly requested to recite 
before him his own understanding of this issue. He said to 
him: Speak. 


Immediately, Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai alighted from 
the donkey, and wrapped his head in his cloak in a manner 
of reverence, and sat on a stone under an olive tree. Rabbi 
Elazar said to him: My teacher, for what reason did you 
alight from the donkey? He said: Is it possible that while 
you are expounding the Design of the Divine Chariot, and 
the Divine Presence is with us, and the ministering angels 
are accompanying us, that I should ride on a donkey? 
Immediately, Rabbi Elazar ben Arakh began to discuss the 
Design of the Divine Chariot and expounded, and fire 
descended from heaven and encircled all the trees in the 
field, and all the trees began reciting song. 


What song did they recite? “Praise the Lord from the earth, 
sea monsters and all depths... 
praise the Lord” (Psalms 148:7-14). An angel responded 
from the fire, saying: This is the very Design of the Divine 
Chariot, just as you expounded. Rabban Yohanan ben 
Zakkai stood and kissed Rabbi Elazar ben Arakh on his 
head, and said: Blessed be God, Lord of Israel, who gave 
our father Abraham a son like you, who knows how to 
understand, investigate, and expound the Design of the 
Divine Chariot. There are some who expound the Torah’s 
verses well but do not fulfill its imperatives well, and there 
are some who fulfill its imperatives well but do not expound 
its verses well, whereas you expound its verses well and fulfill 
its imperatives well. Happy are you, our father Abraham, 
that Elazar ben Arakh came from your loins. 


Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai - 
Yohanan ben Za 


of the Jewish people in all of its history. 

Rabban Yohanan ben Zak 
Elder's students. 
leader of the Jewish people 
that there was no 
greatness notwi 
greeted every person he met, 

Already when 
leading scholar, and most of t 


Rabban Yohanan 
bring it to a peace’ 


IND 42 Jami fat: Rabban 
kai headed the Sanhedrin after the destruc- 
tion of the Second Temple. He was one of the greatest leaders 


ai was the youngest of Hillel the 
. He lived to an advanced age and acted as the 
or many years. It was said of him 
a single area of Torah that he neglected. His 
hstanding, he was a modest individual who 
even gentiles in the marketplace. 
he Temple stood, he was acknowledged as a 
e third generation of amora‘im in 
Eretz Yisrael were his students. When the Great Revolt broke out, 
ook a strong stance against it, attempting to 
ul close. As a leading resident of the besieged 
Jerusalem, he realized that the city would soon fall, and he 


PERSONALITIES 


fruit trees and all cedars... 


succeeded in escaping with a number of his students. Appear- 
ing before Vespasian, he was warmly received, and when his 
prophecy that Vespasian would be appointed emperor was 
ulfilled, Vespasian rewarded him by allowing him to establish 
a new center of Jewish Torah study and leadership in Yavne. 
Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai took this opportunity to save the 
ife of Rabban Gamliel as well. 

In Yavne, Rabban Yohanan succeeded in instituting a wide 
range of regulations that served to memorialize the Temple and 
promised the possibility of its ultimate rebuilding, which offered 
hope for Jewish continuity in the absence of the Temple. His 
success in this endeavor is felt to this day in religious practice. 

His students taught Torah throughout the Eretz Yisrael fol- 
owing the destruction of the Temple. Rabban Yohanan served 
as a mentor for Rabban Gamliel of Yavne, who followed him in 
he capacity of Nasi. 


Rabbi Elazar ben Arakh - J ja awhy yan: Rabbi Elazar ben 
Arakh was one of the greatest students of Rabban Yohanan ben 
Zakkai, who called him an ever-increasing wellspring because of 
his creative powers. According to one tradition, his rabbi even 
compared his greatness to that of all the rest of Israel combined, 
preferring his opinion to that of his colleagues with regard to 
several issues. The Talmud relates that Rabbi Elazar ben Arakh 
relocated to Emmaus, a place without scholars, hoping that the 
Sages of the generation would follow him there to learn from 
him. However, the scholars stayed in Yavne, and Rabbi Elazar 
ben Arakh, who remained alone, neglected his studies until he 
forgot all that he had learned. One tradition maintains that the 
Sages prayed for his learning to be restored to him. From then 
on, he became known as Rabbi Nehorai, meaning, the one who 
enlightens. In any case, only a few statements of halakha and 
aggada are attributed to him in talmudic literature. 
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Halls [teraklin] - pop: From the Greek tpukAintoy, triklin- 
yon, a chamber in which couches were laid out and guests 
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dined on them. 
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The Gemara relates: And when these matters, this story involv- 
ing his colleague Rabbi Elazar ben Arakh, were recounted 
before Rabbi Yehoshua, he was walking along the way with 
Rabbi Yosei the Priest. They said: We too shall expound 
the Design of the Divine Chariot. Rabbi Yehoshua began 
expounding. And that was the day of the summer solstice, 
when there are no clouds in the sky. Yet the heavens became 
filled with clouds, and there was the appearance ofa kind of 
rainbow in a cloud. And ministering angels gathered and 
came to listen, like people gathering and coming to see the 
rejoicing of a bridegroom and bride. 


Rabbi Yosei the Priest went and recited these matters before 
Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai, who said to him: Happy are all 
of you, and happy are the mothers who gave birth to you;" 
happy are my eyes that saw this, students such as these. As for 
you and I, I saw in my dream that we were seated at Mount 
Sinai," and a Divine Voice came to us from heaven: Ascend 
here, ascend here, for large halls [teraklin]' and pleasant 
couches are made up for you. You, your students, and the 
students of your students are invited to the third group,“ 
those who will merit to welcome the Divine Presence. 


The Gemara poses a question: Is that so? But isn’t it taught in 
a baraita: Rabbi Yosei, son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: There are 
three lectures.’ In other words, there are three Sages with 
regard to whom it states that they delivered lectures on the 
mystical tradition: Rabbi Yehoshua lectured on these matters 
before Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai; Rabbi Akiva lectured 
before Rabbi Yehoshua; and Hananya ben Hakhinailectured 
before Rabbi Akiva. However, Rabbi Elazar ben Arakh was 
not included in the list, despite the testimony that he lectured 
before Rabban Yohanan. The Gemara explains: Those who 
lectured and were also lectured to were included; but those 
who lectured and were not lectured to were not included. 
The Gemara asks: But wasn’t there Hananya ben Hakhinai, 
who was not lectured to, and yet he is included? The Gemara 
answers: Hananya ben Hakhinai actually lectured" before one 
who lectured in front of his own rabbi, so he was also included 
in this list. 


NOTES 


Happy are all of you and happy are the mothers who gave 
birth to you — panty HWN DDW: It has been noted that 


this expression resembles the words of praise uttered by Rab- 


ban Yohanan ben Zakkai with regard to his student Rabbi 
Yehoshua: Happy is she who gave birth to him (Avot 2:8). 


We were seated at Mount Sinai - 2D 47 by ara arora: This 
alludes to the idea that any innovation that will one day be 
uttered by a learned student has already been taught to Moses 
at Sinai. Rabban Yohanan’s vision of his students dining there 
therefore attests to the fact that their words of Torah are true 
and that they originated at Sinai (Maharsha). 


Third group - muy np: The Maharsha writes that this state- 


ment is perhaps connected to the three groups mentioned in 
the expression: You, and your students, and the students of 
your students. However, in the Jerusalem Talmud it is explicitly 
stated that this expression is related to the tradition that seven 


groups will merit welcoming the Divine Presence. Midrash 
Rabba explains that there is a celestial body that corresponds 
o each of these groups. The third group corresponds to the 
firmament, in accordance with the verse (Daniel 12:3): “And 
hey that are wise shall shine [yazhiru] as the brightness of the 
firmament.” The Introduction to the Zohar states that the name 
Zohar is derived from this verse. 


There are three lectures — mixy7 mwhw: It is stated in the 
erusalem Talmud that from that ‘day ‘forward, the minds of 
hese three scholars were no longer clear, and that they no 
onger merited the opportunity expound the Design of the 
Divine Chariot. 


Actually lectured — x72 x17: It appears that these three 
ectures are presented as a kind of tradition transmitted from 
one generation to another, and therefore Rabbi Elazar ben 
Arakh is excluded, as no one lectured before him (see Tosafot). 
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§ The Sages taught: Four entered the orchard" [pardes],! 
i.e., dealt with the loftiest secrets of Torah, and they are as 
follows: Ben Azzai; and ben Zoma;? Aher,! the other, a name 
for Elisha ben Avuya;’ and Rabbi Akiva. Rabbi Akiva, the 
senior among them, said to them: When, upon your arrival in 
the upper worlds, you reach pure marble stones, do not say: 
Water, water, although they appear to be water, because it is 
stated: “He who speaks falsehood shall not be established 
before My eyes” (Psalms 101:7). 


The Gemara proceeds to relate what happened to each of them: 
Ben Azzai glimpsed at the Divine Presence and died. And with 
regard to him the verse states: “Precious in the eyes of the 
Lord is the death of His pious ones” (Psalms 116:15). Ben Zoma 
glimpsed at the Divine Presence and was harmed, i.e., he lost 
his mind. And with regard to him the verse states: “Have 
you found honey? Eat as much as is sufficient for you, lest 
you become full from it and vomit it” (Proverbs 25:16). Aher 
chopped down the shoots of saplings. In other words, he became 
a heretic. Rabbi Akiva came out safely. 


The Gemara recounts the greatness of ben Zoma, who was an 
expert interpreter of the Torah and could find obscure proofs: 
They asked ben Zoma: What is the halakha with regard to 
castrating a dog?" The prohibition against castration appears 
alongside the sacrificial blemishes, which may imply that it is 
permitted to castrate an animal that cannot be sacrificed as an 
offering. He said to them: The verse states “That which has its 
testicles bruised, or crushed, or torn, or cut, you shall not offer to 
God, nor shall you do so in your land” (Leviticus 22:24), from 
which we learn: With regard to any animal that is in your land, 
you shall not do such a thing." They also asked ben Zoma: A 
woman considered to be a virgin who became pregnant," what 
is the halakha? A High Priest may marry only a virgin; is he 
permitted to marry her? The answer depends on the following: 
Are we concerned for the opinion of Shmuel? Shmuel says: 


PERSONALITIES 


Ben Zoma - wiait ya: Shimon ben Zoma, one of the greatest 
scholars of the generation of the destruction of the Temple, 
was a student of Rabbi Yehoshua. Despite being considered 
one of the foremost Sages of his time, Shimon ben Zoma was 
not ordained, perhaps due to his youth, and therefore he was 
not called Rabbi. He was sometimes known only by his father’s 
name. A considerable number of legal and aggadic sayings 
are cited in his name, and he was especially renowned for his 
expositions of the Bible, so much so that it was said: After ben 
Zoma died, the expositors ceased. 


Elisha, Aher - mx VIY: Elisha ben Avuya was born in Jeru- 
salem toward the end of the Second Temple period. His family 
was one of the most prominent and wealthy in the city, but, 
as related by the Jerusalem Talmud, it was under the sway of 
foreign cultures and did not maintain deep ties with Judaism. 
Unique circumstances lead to Elisha receiving an extensive 
Jewish education, and his great talents earned him a place 
among the chief scholars of the day. Nevertheless, even when 
he was a member of the academy, Elisha continued to maintain 
ties with Greek culture in its various manifestations and took an 
interest in and read heretical works. 

In addition to the story reported here, the Talmud offers 


other accounts of how severe emotional traumas, perhaps 
connected to the Hadrianic persecutions, caused Elisha to leave 
Judaism entirely. Certain sources suggest that not only did he 
transgress the mitzvot, but that he even collaborated with the 
Romans against his Jewish brethren. Many acts of cruelty are 
ascribed to him. 


This explains the enmity directed at him as early as during 
the time of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. In his own generation, Rabbi 
Meir was apparently the only person to maintain personal ties 
with the renegade. He even continued to study Torah from 
Elisha, which was controversial at the time. 


In talmudic sources, the feeling of regret and pain that such 
a great scholar turned into a heretic appears to have been more 


lasting than the immediate feelings of antagonism toward him. 


Itis also implied that Aher remained miserable even during his 
rebellion but could not find the courage to repent after having 
acted so wickedly. It is due to this remorse that his teachings 


are preserved. A proverb of his can be found in Pirkei Avot (4:20), 


while Avot DeRabbi Natan features an entire chapter of his Torah 
teachings. According to the version of the Gemara here, the 
tanna Rabbi Ya'akov was the son of the daughter of Aher, who 
is discussed later (15b). 


NOTES 
Four entered the orchard - 51793 1033) AYAN: Entering 
he orchard, i.e., delving into the deepest secrets of Torah 
nowledge, does not leave anyone unaffected. Ben Azzai’s 
death and ben Zoma's insanity are not presented as punish- 
ments but as the natural consequences of their investiga- 
ion. Ben Azzai, whose soul yearned for the purity of Torah 
nowledge, subjugated his physical self to the extent that his 
spirit cleaved to the Almighty, destroying his physical being. 
Ben Zoma, who desired to investigate areas of wisdom that 
were beyond his comprehension, suffered a loss of intel- 
ectual function. Aher was overwhelmed by his experience 
and lost the ability to distinguish between the Creator and 
His creations, meaning that he confused Mitatron, who was 
God's angel, with the Creator Himself. This heresy is described 
by the Gemara as separating the root from the sapling. Only 
Rabbi Akiva, who was able to understand the depths of the 


Torah, survived unscathed (Midrash Shlomo). 


Castrating a dog — xa pph: Rashi and Tosafot ask why 
his question was asked specifically concerning a dog, rather 
han any animal unfit for an offering. They answer that 
because the law of castration is mentioned in the context 
of animals that are disqualified as offerings, one may have 
hought that the law does not apply to dogs, which are com- 
pletely distanced from offerings by the prohibition against 
using the price paid for a dog to purchase an offering (Deu- 
eronomy 23:19). The Zohar says that ben Zoma answered that 
despite the Torah’s view of dogs as despised animals, even 
hese animals have a right to exist in the world. Consequently, 
it is prohibited to interfere with their procreation. 


Virgin who became pregnant - mawy abana: High Priests 
are permitted to marry only virgins (Leviticus 21:13). The ques- 
tion being discussed here is whether the woman's pregnancy 
proves that she is not a virgin. The early and later authorities 
discuss whether the Gemara is referring to a woman who 
only claims to be a virgin or to a female who was examined 
and found to be one (see Turei Aven and Sefat Emet). 


LANGUAGE 


Orchard [pardes] - D119: This word appears in the Bible as 
well (e.g., Song of Songs 4:13). It probably comes from an 
ancient Persian word meaning a fenced-off place or garden. 
Different forms of this word are featured in many other lan- 
guages. In the Septuagint, napadetoov, pardisyon, is used 
as the translation of Garden of Eden. Here, in the context o 
the four who entered the pardes, the word also alludes to a 
celestial garden. 


Aher — Nx: Aher can be understood literally as: A differen 
person, one who was unknown beforehand. However, the 
word apparently included a negative connotation as well, 
similar to the use of the term Aherim, literally, others, in rab- 
binic literature as a reference to gentiles. It is also possible tha 
itis related to the verb ahar, which means: In heat, enslaved 
to his lusts. 


HALAKHA 

The prohibition against castration - DY 7D»K: It is pro- 
hibited to destroy the sexual organs of humans and animals, 
including beast and fowl. Pithei Teshuva includes fish as well. 
The prohibition applies to both ritually pure and impure 
animals in both Eretz Yisrael and the Diaspora. One who 
castrates any of these species is liable to receive lashes. It is 
also prohibited to castrate female species, but if one does so 
he is exempt from lashes (Shulhan Arukh, Even HaEzer 5:11). 
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Amuda 


BACKGROUND 
in a bath — maw wanya: Even in regular 


pregnancies, isolated spermatozoa rarely reach the 
womb and fertilize the female. Semen from sexual 


relations is 
the womb, 
nancy. The 


ejaculated with force and lands closer to 


, thereby increasing the chances of preg- 


spermatozoa of healthy semen can travel 


a considerable distance in the womb when ejacu- 
lated with force. The odds that a woman will become 
impregnated as a result of the chance infiltration of 
a sperm cell into her womb are of course extremely 
slight, but it is nevertheless possible. 


LANGUAGE 


Bath [ambati] - wany: From the Greek éuBati, 
embaté, meaning a tub or other washing vessel. 
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I can engage in intercourse several times without blood. In other 
words, I can have relations with a woman while leaving her hymen 
intact. If this is so, it is possible that the assumed virgin had inter- 
course in this manner and is forbidden to the High Priest. Or, per- 
haps a person who can act like Shmuel is not common and the 
halakha is not concerned with this case. He said to them: One 
like Shmuel is not common, and we are concerned that she may 
have conceived in a bath.™®! Perhaps she washed in a bath that 
contained a man’s semen, from which she became impregnated 
while remaining a virgin. 


The Gemara asks: How could she possibly become pregnant in such 
amanner? Didn’t Shmuel say: Any semen that is not shot like an 
arrow cannot fertilize? The Gemara answers: This does not mean 
that it must be shot like an arrow at the moment of fertilization. Even 
ifinitially, when released from the male, it was shot as an arrow, it 
can also fertilize a woman at a later moment. 


With regard to the fate of ben Zoma, the Sages taught: There was 
once an incident with regard to Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya, 
who was standing on a step on the Temple Mount, and ben Zoma 
saw him and did not stand before him to honor him, as he was deep 
in thought. Rabbi Yehoshua said to him: From where do you come 
and where are you going, ben Zoma, i.e., what is on your mind? 
He said to him: In my thoughts I was looking upon the act of 
Creation, at the gap between the upper waters and the lower 
waters,’ as there is only the breadth of a mere three fingers" 
between them, as it is stated: “And the spirit of God hovered over 
the face of the waters” (Genesis 1:2), like a dove hovering over 
its young without touching them. Rabbi Yehoshua said to his 
students who had overheard this exchange: Ben Zoma is still 
outside; he has not yet achieved full understanding of these 
matters. 


The Gemara explains: Now, this verse: “And the spirit of God hov- 
ered over the face of the waters,’ when was it stated? On the first 

day, whereas the division of the waters occurred on the second day, 
as it is written: “And let it divide the waters from the waters” 
(Genesis 1:6). How, then, could ben Zoma derive a proof from the 

former verse? The Gemara asks: And how much, in fact, is the gap 

between them? Rav Aha bar Ya’akov said: Like the thickness ofa 

thread; and the Rabbis said: Like the gap between the boards of 
a bridge. Mar Zutra, and some say it was Rav Asi, said: Like two 

robes spread one over the other, with a slight gap in between. And 

some said: Like two cups placed one upon the other. 


NOTES 
are spiritual terms that correspond to the source of ethereal and 


Gemara's statement here is a key source ‘for the contemporary 
egal debate with regard to human artificial insemination and the 
egal status of a child born from such a procedure. Several early 
authorities discuss this issue in theory (see Tosafot and Rosh on 
Gittin 19a), and it is likewise addressed by several later authori- 
jes (see Turei Aven). Nowadays, the question has resurfaced as a 
practical concern. Various arguments have been put forward, with 
some scholars permitting artificial insemination in all cases and 
others issuing blanket prohibitions, as well as a range of opinions 
between the two extremes. 


The upper waters and lower waters - DaiAnas oh miya on: 
uch has been written with regard to this statement. Rashi 
explains that it refers to the difference between the dome of the 
firmament and the earth, while the Rambam maintains that it 
means the distance between the firmaments and the various 
spheres. The Otzar HaKavod writes that the upper and lower waters 


earthly entities. According to this explanation, Rabbi Yehoshua's 
claim is that on the first day, there was no difference between 
these entities; they all constituted a single creation. Others explain 
that according to ben Zoma, the description in Genesis follows the 
order of Creation, whereas Rabbi Yehoshua is of the opinion that 
certain things mentioned in Genesis as having been created on the 
first day did not come into being until a later stage. 


Three fingers — niyayx why: The Turei Aven writes that this 
breadth is equivalent to the distance of a dove from its young 
when it hovers above them. They add that there is no special 
scriptural source for this particular measurement. 


Ben Zoma is still outside — ynan wait 13 pty: This means that 
ben Zoma had yet to achieve a full understanding of secret mat- 
ters. An alternate version of the text reads: Ben Zoma is already 
outside, reflecting Rabbi Yehoshua’s recognition that his mind was 
occupied with matters that would lead to his impending demise. 
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§ The Gemara stated earlier that Aher chopped down the sap- 
lings, becoming a heretic. With regard to him, the verse states: 
“Do not let your mouth bring your flesh into guilt” (Ecclesiastes 
5:5). The Gemara poses a question: What was it that led him to 
heresy? He saw the angel Mitatron,™ who was granted permis- 
sion to sit and write the merits of Israel. He said: There is a 
tradition that in the world above there is no sitting; no competi- 
tion; no turning one’s back before Him, i.e., all face the Divine 
Presence; and no lethargy. Seeing that someone other than God 
was seated above, he said: Perhaps, the Gemara here interjects, 
Heaven forbid, there are two authorities, and there is another 
source of power in control of the world in addition to God. Such 
thoughts led Aher to heresy. 


The Gemara relates: They removed Mitatron from his place in 

heaven and smote him" with sixty rods [pulsei]' of fire, so that 

others would not make mistake that Aher made. They said to the 

angel: What is the reason that when you saw Elisha ben Avuya 

you did not stand before him? Despite this conduct, since Mita- 
tron was personally involved, he was granted permission to erase 

the merits of Aher and cause him to stumble in any manner. A 
Divine Voice went forth saying: “Return, rebellious children” 
(Jeremiah 3:22), apart from Aher." 


Upon hearing this, Elisha ben Avuya said: Since that man, mean- 
ing himself, has been banished from that world, let him go out 
and enjoy this world. Aher went astray. He went and found a 
prostitute and solicited her for intercourse. She said to him: And 
are you not Elisha ben Avuya? Shall a person of your stature 
perform such an act? He uprooted a radish from a patch of 
radishes on Shabbat and gave it to her, to demonstrate that he 
no longer observed the Torah. The prostitute said: He is other 
than he was. He is not the same Elisha ben Avuya, he is Aher, other. 


The Gemara relates: Aher asked Rabbi Meir" a question, after 
he had gone astray. He said to him: What is the meaning of 
that which is written: “God has made even the one as well as 
the other” (Ecclesiastes 7:14)? Rabbi Meir said to him: Every- 
thing that the Holy One, Blessed be He, created, He created a 
similar creation corresponding to it. He created mountains, 
He created hills; He created seas, He created rivers. 


PERSONALITIES 


Rabbi Meir - Ya 937: Rabbi Meir was one of the greatest 
tanna‘im of the generation that preceded the redaction of the 
Mishna. There is no clear information available concerning Rabbi 
Meir’s parents, though it is told that he descended from a family 
of converts from the house of the Roman emperors. 

His exceptional brilliance in Torah study was evident from a 
very early age, and he was a student of the two greatest scholars 
of the generation, Rabbi Yishmael and Rabbi Akiva. He was also 
he only Sage who continued to study with Elisha ben Avuya, 
despite the latter's estrangement from Judaism. His primary 
eacher was Rabbi Akiva, who ordained him at a very young age, 
which is the reason that he was ordained a second time by Rabbi 
Yehuda ben Bava. In recognition of his outstanding scholarship, 
Rabbi Meir was officially appointed Hakham, literally, wise man, 
he third level below Nasi, head of the Sanhedrin. The halakhic 
discussions between him and his colleagues, Rabbi Yehuda, Rabbi 
Yosei, Rabbi Shimon, and Rabbi Elazar, form an important founda- 
ion of the Mishna. 

Rabbi Meir's greatest undertaking appears to have been a 
structured, oral redaction of the Oral Law, including establish- 
ing specific formats for the halakhot. Apparently, Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi followed in Rabbi Meir's footsteps and incorporated his 
work into the Mishna. Consequently, it is a well-known principle 
that the author of an unattributed statement in the Mishna is 


Rabbi Meir, as the assumption is that it was one of the mishnayot 
he formulated. 

Due to his involvement in the attempt to depose Rabban 
Shimon ben Gamliel, the Nasi of the Sanhedrin, he was punished 
by the latter, and for a long period his teachings were not cited in 
his name but were introduced with the words: Others say. 

His private life was replete with suffering. His two sons died 
during his lifetime, and his extraordinary wife Berurya also died 
under painful circumstances. Nevertheless, it is known that a 
daughter of his survived. He was eventually forced into exile 
to Asia Minor, where he died, with the order that his coffin be 
transferred to Eretz Yisrael and that he be temporarily interred on 
the shore of the sea whose waves reach the Holy Land. 

Rabbi Meir was famous in his lifetime, not only for his sharp 
intellect, which exceeded that of all his peers, but also for his 
personal attributes, his efforts as a peacemaker and his willing- 
ness to relinquish personal honor for the good of others. He was 
known as a magnificent public speaker. It is said that following 
his death, those who composed parables ceased. Several of his 
parables relating to animals were repeated for many generations. 
He was also renowned as a miracle worker. For many years a 
charity fund named after him, Rabbi Meir the Miracle Worker 
[Ba'al HaNes], served as the main source of funding for the Jews in 
Eretz Yisrael. 


NOTES 

He saw Mitatron, etc. — 131,190" NIM: The kabbalistic 
Sages discuss this passage at length. Various midrashic 
sources imply that Mitatron is the minister of the world, 
i.e., the angel appointed over the entire world. Seeing 
itatron in this capacity led Aher to entertain the errone- 
us notion of the existence of two different thrones, that 
f God above the entire world and a separate domain 
the minister of the world. This view is similar to that 
certain Gnostic sects. 


oo 0: 96 


They removed Mitatron and smote him - mpx 
aikai freed: Some explain that Aher was shown 
itatron being beaten, so that he would recognize 
that his status was that of a mere messenger, just like 
other angels (Rabbeinu Hananel; geonim; see Otzar 
HaKavod). 


Apart from Aher - nia yin: This is because God knew 
hat Aher would never fully repent (Rabbeinu Hananel). 
The different versions of the text provide a reason for 
his: Since as a great scholar he possessed knowledge 
of the glory of God, he was a willful sinner, and he had 
herefore forfeited the assistance usually granted to one 
who wishes to achieve repentance. 


Aher asked Rabbi Meir — YXA 37 NX 7X byw: The 

aharsha writes that Aher was alluding to himself in 
hese questions, as implied by the other questions he 
posed. Some write that Rabbi Meir deliberately provided 
answers that would lead Aher to state the explanations 
hat were applicable to himself, so that Rabbi Meir could 
reply by imploring that he repent. 


LANGUAGE 

Mitatron — yiteyrn: The linguistic origin of this word is 
unclear. Some claim it derives from the Latin metator, 
meaning a guide or a planner. Others maintain it comes 
from the Greek peta Opdvoc, meta thronos, meaning 
behind the throne. According to the latter explanation, 
it refers to the angel standing behind the Throne of Glory, 
as it were, the highest minister of the World Above. 


Rods [pulsei] - Da: Some claim that this word is 
derived from the Latin pulsus, meaning a blow or a 
strike. 
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LANGUAGE 
Curtain [pargod] — 14395: It appears that this word is of 
Persian origin, a transposition of pargad, meaning a screen. 
It refers to the screen that divides the king from his palace 
retinue. 
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Aher said to him: Rabbi Akiva, your teacher, did not say so, 
but explained the verse as follows: Everything has its opposite: 
He created the righteous, He created the wicked; He created 
the Garden of Eden, He created Gehenna. Each and every 
person has two portions, one in the Garden of Eden and 
one in Gehenna. If he merits it, by becoming righteous, he 
takes his portion and the portion of his wicked colleague’ 
in the Garden of Eden; if he is found culpable by becoming 
wicked, he takes his portion and the portion of his colleague 
in Gehenna. 


Rav Mesharshiyya said: What is the verse from which it is 
derived? With regard to the righteous, it is stated: “Therefore 
in their land they shall possess double” (Isaiah 61:7); whereas 
with regard to the wicked, itis stated: “And destroy them with 
double destruction” (Jeremiah 17:18); therefore, each receives 
a double portion. 


Aher asked Rabbi Meir another question, again after he had 

gone astray. What is the meaning of that which is written: 
“Gold and glass cannot equal it; neither shall its exchange be 

vessels of fine gold” (Job 28:17)? If it is referring to the praise 

and honor of the Torah, it should have compared it only to gold, 
not to glass. He said to him: This is referring to words of Torah, 
which are as difficult to acquire as gilded vessels and vessels 

of fine gold but are as easy to lose as glass vessels. Aher said 

to him: Rabbi Akiva, your teacher, did not say so, but taught 
as follows: Just as golden vessels and glass vessels have a rem- 
edy even when they have broken, as they can be melted down 

and made into new vessels, so too a Torah scholar, although 

he has transgressed, has a remedy. Rabbi Meir said to him: If 
so, you too, return from your ways. He said to him: I have 

already heard the following declaration behind the dividing 

curtain,' which conceals God from the world: “Return, 
rebellious children,” (Jeremiah 3:22) apart from Aher. 


The Gemara cites a related story: The Sages taught: There was 
once an incident involving Aher, who was riding on a horse 
on Shabbat, and Rabbi Meir was walking behind him to learn 
Torah from him. After a while, Aher said to him: Meir, turn 
back, for I have already estimated and measured according 
to the steps of my horse’ that the Shabbat boundary ends here, 
and you may therefore venture no further. Rabbi Meir 
said to him: You, too, return to the correct path. He said to 
him: But have I not already told you that I have already heard 
behind the dividing curtain: “Return, rebellious children,’ 
apart from Aher? 


Nevertheless, Rabbi Meir took hold of him and brought him 
to the study hall. Aher said to a child, by way of divination: 
Recite your verse that you studied today to me." He recited the 
following verse to him: “There is no peace, said the Lord, 
concerning the wicked” (Isaiah 48:22). He brought him to 
another study hall. Aher said to a child: Recite your verse to 
me. He recited to him: “For though you wash with niter, and 
take for you much soap, yet your iniquity is marked before 
Me” (Jeremiah 2:22). He brought him to another study hall. 
Aher said to 


He takes his portion and the portion of his colleague - by 
fan pom ipon: This is because one who causes many others to 
sin is punished for their sins as well. Similarly, a righteous person 
brings merit to many others (Rabbeinu Hananel). 


For | have already estimated according to the steps of my 
horse — *>1b "apya ‘MW 123W: The Maharsha explains that 
the intention of Aher was to mock Rabbi Meir, as it is easier to 
measure distances by the pace of a person than by a horse's gait. 


NOTES 
However, in the Jerusalem Talmud it is indicated that this serves 
to emphasize the wisdom of Aher. Even while talking of other 
matters and while riding, he was able to estimate the distance 
he had traveled. 


Recite your verse to me - J03 b pips: It was the custom for 
each child learning in a synagogue to memorize a verse each day. 
The Gemara elsewhere states that Sages would ask children to 
recite their verse as a way of divining the future (see Hullin 95b). 
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a child: Recite your verse to me. He recited to him: “And 
you, spoiled one, what are you doing, that you clothe your- 
self with scarlet, that you deck yourself with ornaments of 
gold, that you enlarge your eyes with paint? In vain you 
make yourself fair” (Jeremiah 4:30). 


He brought him to another synagogue, until he had brought 
him into thirteen synagogues, where all the children recited 
to him similar verses that speak of the hopeless situation of 
the wicked. At the last one, he said to him: Recite your verse 
to me. He recited to him: “And to the wicked [velerasha] 
God says, what is it for you to declare My statutes” (Psalms 
50:16). The Gemara relates: That child had a stutter, so it 
sounded as though he were saying to him: Vele’elisha, i.e., 
and to Elisha, God says. This made Elisha think the child was 
deliberately insulting him. Some say Aher had a knife, and he 
tore the child apart and sent him to the thirteen synagogues. 
And others say that Aher merely said: Had I a knife, I would 
have torn him apart. 


The Gemara relates: When Aher passed away, the Heavenly 
Court declared that he should not be judged, nor brought 
into the World-to-Come. He should not be judged in a 
manner befitting his deeds, because he occupied himself 
with Torah, whose merit protects him. And he should not be 
brought into the World-to-Come because he sinned. Rabbi 
Meir said: It is better that he be judged properly and be 
brought into the World-to-Come. When I die I will request 
this of Heaven, and I will cause smoke to rise up from his 
grave," as a sign that he is being sentenced in Gehenna. The 
Gemara relates: When Rabbi Meir passed away, smoke rose 
up from the grave of Aher, implying that Rabbi Meir’s wish 
was granted. 


Rabbi Yohanan said: Was this a mighty deed on Rabbi Meir’s 
part, to burn his teacher? Was this the only remedy available? 
Can it be that there was one Sage among us who left the path 
and we cannot save him? If we hold him by the hand, who 
will remove him from our protection; who? Rabbi Yohanan 
continued and said: When I die I will have the smoke extin- 
guished from his grave, as a sign that he has been released 
from the sentence of Gehenna and brought to the World-to- 
Come. Indeed, when Rabbi Yohanan passed away, the smoke 
ceased to rise up from the grave of Aher. A certain eulogizer 
began his eulogy of Rabbi Yohanan with the following: Even 
the guard at the entrance could not stand before you, our 
rabbi. The guard at the entrance to Gehenna could not prevent 
Rabbi Yohanan from arranging the release of Aher. 


The Gemara relates: The daughter of Aher came before Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi and said to him: Rabbi, provide me with 
sustenance, as she was in need of food. He said to her: Whose 
daughter are you? She said to him: I am the daughter of 
Aher. He said to her, angrily: Is there still of his seed remain- 
ing in the world? But isn’t it stated: “He shall have neither 
son" nor grandson among his people or any remaining in 
his dwellings” (Job 18:19)? She said to him: Remember his 
Torah, and do not remember his deeds. Immediately, fire 
descended and licked Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi’s bench. Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi wept and said: If God protects the honor of 
those who treat the Torah with contempt in such a manner, 
as Aher despised the Torah and relinquished its teachings, 
how much more so would He do for those who treat it with 
honor. 


NOTES 


| will cause smoke to rise up from his grave — Wy Tyre 
napa: Obviously, not all those who are sentenced to Gehenna 
have smoke rising from their graves. Rabbi Meir, however, 
requested that God provide a sign so that all would know that 
Aher had been judged and would eventually be rehabilitated 
(Maharsha). 


But isn’t it stated, he shall have neither son, etc. - xm 
31) x yan: According to the Jerusalem Talmud, Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi cited a different verse: “Let there be none to 
extend kindness to him; nor let there be any to be gracious 
to his fatherless children” (Psalms 109:12), which means that 
one should not give charity even to the children of one such 
as Aher, who sinned so greatly and desecrated God’s Name. 
He subsequently retracted his statement when he realized 
that Aher had merited God-fearing daughters (see Dikdukei 
Soferim). 
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From whom is it proper to learn — tins +91 "aIa: One may 
not learn from a teacher who behaves improperly, even if he 
is a great Torah scholar, until the scholar mends his ways. The 
Sages say that if a teacher is not similar to an angel of God, 
one should not seek Torah from his mouth (Shulhan Arukh, 
Yoreh Dea, 246:8). 


NOTES 


This is referring to an adult [gadol], that is referring to a 
minor [katan] - }opa xt bina tet: The commentaries ask why 
the Rambam and the Shulhan Arukh do not cite this distinction 
in their codes of law. They answer that nowadays, there are no 
scholars of such caliber who can learn Torah from a teacher 
without being influenced by his ways (Lehem Mishne; Shakh). 
The Yad David writes that the word gadol, literally, great one, 
refers to an individual who is unique in his generation. Only 
such a person is permitted to learn from a teacher who behaves 
inappropriately, while an ordinary adult is prohibited to do 
so. The Zekher LaHagiga suggests an alternative explanation: 
The words great and small do not refer to the student but to 
he teacher himself: If the teacher who sinned is such a great 
individual that the court does not place him under a ban, it is 
permitted to study from him. 


Ate a half-ripe date [tahla] - xonn Sows: Rashi explains that 
tahla in this context is a type of “date whose peel is inedible. 
The Maharsha notes that this metaphor alludes to the double 
nature of the corruption of Aher, which was both internal, in 
erms of his heretical views, as well as external, in terms of his 
conduct. Rabbi Meir consequently threw away both the bad 
peel as well as the inedible pit within, keeping only the words 
of Torah themselves. 


Now God is saying, etc. — 131 Wax AWA: Many commentar- 
ies are puzzled by this passage. Why were words of Torah not 
cited in Rabbi Meir’s name, and how did Rabba bar Sheila's 
argument cause this to change? One explanation is that God 
was, of course, aware of the purity of Rabbi Meir's intentions 
and of the fact that he had not been affected by his teacher's 
opinions. However, those observing Rabbi Meir may have 
viewed such learning in a negative light. Since one must also 
be innocent in the eyes of others, learning from Aher was con- 
sidered a flaw. Once it became evident that there are those in 
the world below such as Rabba bar Sheila, who understood 
the positive nature of Rabbi Meir's behavior, the latter was 
demonstrated as worthy of having teachings ascribed to him. 


Woe is Me [Kalani] from My head, etc. — 151 !x12 bp: The 
meaning of this expression, which concerns God's identifica- 
tion with the pain of the Jewish people, is debated by amora’im 
(Sanhedrin 47a). The geonim explain kalani as two words: Kal 
ani, | am light, as one who is unwell feels so weak that even a 
light gust of wind could knock him over. Mystical significance 
has been ascribed to the terms My head and My arm in this 
context (Otzar HaKavod). The Zekher LaHagiga explains that 
these expressions allude to the midrashic teaching that God 
wears phylacteries on His head and arm, upon which the name 
of Israel is inscribed. When a Jew suffers, it is as though these 
phylacteries were damaged and fell; therefore, it is as if His 
head and arm become lighter. 
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The Gemara poses a question: And Rabbi Meir, how could 
he learn Torah from the mouth of Aher? But didn’t Rabba 
bar bar Hana say that Rabbi Yohanan said: What is the 
meaning of that which is written: “For the priest’s lips 
should keep knowledge, and they should seek Torah from 
his mouth; for he is an angel of the Lord of hosts” (Malachi 
2:7)? The verse teaches: If the rabbi is similar to an angel of 
the Lord ofhosts, perfect in his ways, they should seek Torah 
from his mouth; but if not, they should not seek Torah from 
his mouth." 


Reish Lakish said: Rabbi Meir found a verse and inter- 
preted it homiletically: “Incline your ear, and hear the 
words of the wise, and apply your heart to My knowledge” 
(Proverbs 22:17). It does not state “to their knowledge,” but 
“to My knowledge.” In other words, one must listen to the 
words of the Sages, despite their flaws, provided that their 
opinion concurs with that of God. 


Rav Hanina said that one can find support for this idea from 

here: “Listen, daughter and consider, and incline your 

ear; forget also your own people and your father’s house” 
(Psalms 45:11), which likewise indicates that one must listen 

to the words of a Sage while forgetting, i.e., ignoring, the faulty 

aspects of his teachings. 


The Gemara asks: If so, the verses contradict each other, for 
one source states that one may learn only from a scholar who 
is perfect in his ways, while the other indicates that it is permit- 
ted even to learn from one whose character is flawed. The 
Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This case, in which it is 
permitted to a flawed scholar, is referring to an adult; whereas 
that case, which prohibits doing so, is referring to a minor," 
who should learn only from a righteous person, so that his 
ways are not corrupted by a teacher with flawed character. 


When Rav Dimi came from Eretz Yisrael to Babylonia, he 
said: In the West, Eretz Yisrael, they say: Rabbi Meir ate a 
half-ripe date" and threw the peel away. In other words, he 
was able to extract the important content from the inedible 
shell. Rava taught: What is the meaning of that which is 
written: “I went down into the garden of nuts, to look at the 
green plants of the valley” (Song of Songs 6:11)? Why are 
Torah scholars compared to nuts? To tell you: Just as this 
nut, despite being soiled with mud and excrement, its con- 
tent is not made repulsive, as only its shell is soiled; so too a 
Torah scholar, although he has sinned, his Torah is not 
made repulsive. 


The Gemara relates: Rabba bar Sheila found Elijah the 
prophet, who had appeared to him. He said to Elijah: What 
is the Holy One, Blessed be He, doing? Elijah said to him: 
He is stating halakhot transmitted by all of the Sages, but in 
the name of Rabbi Meir He will not speak. He said to him: 
Why? He replied: Because he learned halakhot from the 
mouth of Aher. He said to him: Why should he be judged 
unfavorably for that? Rabbi Meir found a pomegranate and 
ate its contents while throwing away its peel. He said to him: 
Indeed, your defense has been heard above. Now God is 
saying: My son, Meir, says: When a person suffers, e.g., by 
receiving lashes or the death penalty at the hands of the court, 
how does the Divine Presence express itself? Woe is Me 
from My head," woe is Me from My arm, as God empathizes 
with the sufferer. If the Holy One, Blessed be He, suffers to 
such an extent over the blood of the wicked, how much 
more so does He suffer over the blood of the righteous that 
is spilled. 
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The Gemara relates: Shmuel found Rav Yehuda leaning on the 
bar of the door, crying. He said to him: Long-toothed one 
[shinnana], what are you crying for? He said to him: Is it a small 
matter, that which is written with regard to Sages who have 
sinned: “Where is he who counted, where is he who weighed? 
Where is he who counted the towers?” (Isaiah 33:18). He pro- 
ceeded to explain: “Where is he who counted”; for they would 
count all the letters of the Torah. “Where is he who weighed”; 
for they would weigh and compare the minor and major trans- 
gressions of the Torah. “Where is he who counted the towers”; 
for they would teach three hundred halakhot concerning the 
details of tent impurity involving a wooden closet floating in the 
air." If they studied a subject so removed from reality in such 
depths, how much more so did they analyze other issues. 


And Rabbi Ami said: Doeg asked Ahithophel three hundred 
questions with regard to a closet floating in the air, as they were 
both great Torah scholars. And we learned in a mishna (Sanhedrin 
90a): Three kings and four commoners have no portion in the 
World-to-Come, a list that includes Doeg and Ahithophel. If such 
great Sages could sin and forfeit their share in the World-to-Come, 
we, who are less knowledgeable than they, what will be of us? 
He said to him: Long-toothed one, there was mud [tina]! in 
their hearts, i.e., they had certain flaws that prevented their Torah 
learning from protecting them. 


The Gemara explains: Aher, what was his failing? Greek tunes 
never ceased from his mouth. He would constantly hum Greek 
songs, even when he was among the Sages. This shows that from 
the outset he was drawn to gentile culture and beliefs. Similarly, 
they said about Aher: When he would stand after learning in the 
study hall, many heretical books, which he had been reading, 
would fall from his lap. Therefore, he was somewhat unsound 
even when among the Sages. 


The gentile philosopher, Nimos HaGardi,’ asked Rabbi Meir: 
Does all wool that enters the cauldron to be dyed emerge 
colored? In other words, do all those who learn Torah emerge as 
decent and worthy? He said to him: Whoever was clean when 
he was with his mother, from the outset, will emerge decent and 
worthy, but all those who were not clean when they were with 
their mother will not emerge worthy. One who approaches Torah 
study having been flawed from the outset will not be properly 
influenced by it. 


§ The Gemara returns to the four who entered the orchard. It is 
stated above that Rabbi Akiva ascended in safety and descended 
safely. With regard to him, the verse states: “Draw me, we will 
run after you; the king has brought me into his chambers” (Song 
of Songs 1:4). The Gemara relates: And even Rabbi Akiva, the 
ministering angels sought to push him out of the orchard. The 
Holy One, Blessed be He, said to them: Leave this Elder, for 
he is fit to serve My glory." 


Nimos HaGardi — 91737 Dia: This is probably the man referred 
to elsewhere as Avnimos HaGardi, from the Greek name 
Oivópaoç, Oinomaos. Some maintain that it refers to a Greek 
philosopher from the town of Gader, which explains the sur- 
name. He was a fierce opponent of paganism. Various sources 


PERSONALITIES 


relate discussions that he conducted with the Sages of Israel. 
It appears that he and Rabbi Meir held each other in mutual 
respect. The Sages greatly praised his wisdom, to the extent 
that they said that there were no philosophers in the nations 
as great as Balaam and Nimos HaGardi. 


LANGUAGE 


Long-toothed one [shinnana] - %32: According to many 
commentaries, Rashi among them, shinnana means sharp. It 
is an honorific that Shmuel conferred upon his most promi- 
nent student. However, the geonim explain, based on old 
Aramaic vernacular, that shinnana means the one with the 
large teeth, and that this was Rav Yehuda's nickname. 


Mud [tina] — xv: Probably similar in meaning to the word's 
form in Arabic, gb, tin, meaning mud or dirt, or, according 
to some scholars, rust. It subsequently came to refer to any- 
thing unclean in the spiritual sense, i.e., something resulting 
from envy, hatred, lust, and related traits. 


Lt ——————————— 
Closet [migdal] floating in the air - mxa myn bran: Rashi 
provides three explanations of this expression. According to 
Rashi’s own opinion, it refers to the halakhot of a tent over 
a corpse. The specific case here is that of a wooden closet 
suspended in the air in the space between various areas of 
a house (see Mishna Oholot 4:1). Many halakhot depend on 
whether the impurity is considered to be in the house or the 
closet. Rabbeinu Hananel explains this expression similarly. 
Rashi provides two additional explanations of this phrase, 
both of which are metaphorical. First, the word migdal 
includes the letter lamed, which is shaped like a closet in 
the air, as it is the only letter to continue above a line when 
written. It alludes to the Sages being so thorough in their 
interpretation of the Torah, that they found meaning even 
in part of one letter. Second, the word migdal alludes to the 
Tower of Babel, which was built high in the air with the end 
of defeating God. This story is one of the sections of the 
Torah that the Sages expounded upon. The Otzar HaKavod 
attempts to reconcile Rashi’s explanations while elucidating 
some of the secret teachings involved, relating to the Divine 
Presence in the world. 

However, some geonim maintain that it is possible, by 
various means, for a closet to actually fly in the air. The legal 
ramifications of such a case are connected to the halakhot 
of a portable tent. Others maintain that this case is cited as 
an example in order to show that despite the fact that such 
a flying object could not have existed in those days, the 
Sages did not refrain from discussing the detailed halakhot 
of something that was of mere theoretical importance. 


For he is fit to serve My glory - »ti234 wanny TW: 

Rabbi Akiva was careful not to proceed beyond the bound- 
aries of human comprehension in his studies. This protected 

him from an error that would cost him his sanity or his life 
(Otzar HaKavod). 
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Perek II 
Daf16 Amuda 


LANGUAGE 


Exemplary [dugma] — K237: From the Greek 
detypa, deigma, meaning an example or pattern. 


NOTES 


Six statements were said with regard to demons — 
Ds wa Waxy DIT Www: Additional aspects of simi- 
arity between demons and humans are mentioned 

elsewhere in the Gemara. Those additional aspects, 
however, are considered by the Gemara to relate to 

a broader definition of demons, so they are not men- 
ioned here. According to the Gemara, demons are 

harmful creatures that are comprised of matter and 

spirit, like humans, although their material nature 

is not identical to that of humans (see Ramban on 

Leviticus, chapter 17). 


Speak in the holy tongue - wip wha DDN: 

This does not refer exclusively to the holy tongue, 

but rather to the ability to speak in general, which 

is common to both angels and humans. Since the 
Gemara is comparing humans to angels, who con- 
verse exclusively in the holy tongue, it describes 

people in similar terms (Maharsha). 
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The Gemara asks: What verse did Rabbi Akiva expound that 
prevented him from making the same mistake as Aher? Rabba 
bar bar Hana said that Rabbi Yohanan said: It was the follow- 
ing: “And He came [ve‘ata] from the holy myriads” (Deuter- 
onomy 33:2), which he explained in this manner: He, God, is 
unique [ot] among His myriads of angels. Therefore, he knew 
that he had merely seen an angel. 


And Rabbi Abbahu said: Rabbi Akiva expounded the verse: 


“Preeminent above a myriad” (Song of Songs 5:10) to indicate 


that He is exemplary among His myriad. 


And Reish Lakish said: He expounded the verse: “The Lord 
of hosts is His name” (Isaiah 48:2); He is the Master in His 
host. 


And Rav Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: He 
expounded the verses: “But the Lord was not in the wind. 
And after the wind, an earthquake; the Lord was not in the 
earthquake. And after the earthquake, fire; but the Lord was 
not in the fire. And after the fire, a still, small voice,’ and it 
states in that verse: “And behold, the Lord passed by” (1 Kings 
19:11-12). Rabbi Akiva used this verse in order to recognize the 
place of His presence and refrain from trespassing there. 


§ The Gemara returns to discussing the heavenly beings. 
The Sages taught: Six statements were said with regard to 
demons:" In three ways they are like ministering angels, and 
in three ways they are like humans. The baraita specifies: In 
three ways they are like ministering angels: They have wings 
like ministering angels; and they fly from one end of the 
world to the other like ministering angels; and they know 
what will be in the future like ministering angels. 


The Gemara is puzzled by this last statement: Should it enter 
your mind that they know this? Not even the angels are privy 
to the future. Rather, they hear from behind the curtain when 
God reveals something of the future, like ministering angels. 


And in three ways they are similar to humans: They eat and 
drink like humans; they multiply like humans; and they die 
like humans. 


Six statements were said with regard to humans: In three ways, 
they are like ministering angels, and in three ways they are like 
animals. The baraita explains: In three ways they are like 
ministering angels: They have intelligence like ministering 
angels; and they walk upright like ministering angels; and 
they speak in the holy tongue" like ministering angels. In 
three ways humans are like animals: They eat and drink like 
animals; and they multiply like animals; and they emit 
excrement like animals. 


§ The mishna taught: Whoever looks at four things, it would 
have been better for him had he never entered the world: 
Anyone who reflects upon that which is above the firmament; 
that which is below the earth; what was before the creation of 
the world; and what will be after the end of the world. The 
Gemara asks: Granted, it is prohibited to reflect on what is 
above, what is below, and what is after. This is fine, since one 
is examining things that are not part of the world but lie beyond 
it. But before the creation of the world, what has happened has 
happened. Why is it prohibited to reflect upon this? 
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The Gemara explains: Rabbi Yohanan and Rabbi Elazar both 
say: This can be demonstrated through a parable with regard to 
a flesh-and-blood king who said to his servants: Build for me 
large palaces on a garbage dump." They went and built them 
for him. Clearly, in that case, the king does not desire that they 
mention the garbage dump. Here too, God does not want people 
to concern themselves with the chaos that preceded the world. 


It is taught in the mishna: Whoever has no concern for the 
honor of his Maker deserves to have never come to the world. 
The Gemara asks: What is lack of concern for the honor of one’s 
Maker? Rabbi Abba said: This is one who looks at a rainbow." 
Rav Yosef said: This is one who commits a transgression in 
private. They proceed to clarify their opinions: Looking at 
a rainbow constitutes an act of disrespect toward the Divine 
Presence, as it is written: “As the appearance of the bow that is 
in the cloud in the day of rain so was the appearance of the 
brightness round about. This was the appearance of the like- 
ness of the glory of the Lord” (Ezekiel 1:28), and it is a dishonor 
to God to stare at His likeness. 


Rav Yosef said: This is one who commits a transgression in 
private, in accordance with Rabbi Yitzhak, as Rabbi Yitzhak 
said: Whoever commits a transgression in private, it is as 
though he pushed away the feet of the Divine Presence, as it is 
stated: “Thus said the Lord: The heavens are My seat, and the 
earth My footstool” (Isaiah 66:1). If one believes that no one can 
see what he is doing in private, it is as though he said that God is 
absent from that place. He is therefore compared to one who 
attempts to remove God from His footstool. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: And is that so? But didn’t Rabbi 
Ela the Elder say: If a person sees that his inclination is 
overcoming him, he should go to a place where he is unknown, 
and wear black," and wrap himself in black, in the manner of 
mourners, because he should be ashamed of his weakness, and 
do there what his heart desires, but let him not desecrate the 
Name of Heaven in public. This shows that sinning in private is 
sometimes preferable to the public performance ofa transgression. 
The Gemara answers: This is not difficult. This case, where one 
who commits a transgression in public has no concern for the 
honor of his Maker, occurs when one is capable of overcoming 
his inclination and fails to do so. That case, where it is preferable 
to sin in private, occurs when one is incapable of overcoming 
his inclination. He is therefore advised to, at the very least, refrain 
from desecrating God’s name in public. 


NOTES 


Palaces on a garbage dump - 75wK7 by. pods: The early 
and later authorities discuss the significance and nature of this 
dump. In the Jerusalem Talmud, it is indicated that it refers to 
the chaos that preceded Creation, when the world was entirely 
filled with water. The Rid explains that it refers to the nothing- 
ness that preceded Creation. This parable corresponds to the 
kabbalistic doctrine of the breaking of the vessels and the 
assertion that flawed worlds existed before ours was created 
(see Bereshit Rabba). 


One who looks at a rainbow - nwpa banonn: This does 
not mean that the rainbow resembles the actual likeness of 
God. Rather, the obscure nature of the rainbow, as those who 
observe it see different hues depending on their position of 
observation, is comparable to the glory of the Divine Presence 
(Rid). 

In our physical reality, it is the natural world that testifies 
most clearly to the work of the Creator. At the same time, 


God cannot be perceived in a physical sense, and the world 
hat He created does not fully reflect His greatness. The rain- 
bow is a metaphor for this state of affairs, since the rainbow 
has no physical essence; it is merely the product of light shin- 
ing on droplets of moisture in the atmosphere. Just as the 
individual who looks at the rainbow and believes that he is 
ooking at a tangible material is making a serious error, so too, 
he individual who gazes upon God's creations and believes 
hat he can fully understand His reality is dishonoring God 
Midrash Shlomo). 


Wear black, etc. -^9 paing vay: Rabbeinu Hananel explains 
hat acting in this manner will cause the sinful inclination to 
eave him, as the hardships of the journey and the humiliation 
he suffers from wandering and wearing unseemly clothes will 
inevitably have an effect. However, Tosafot explain this passage 
in a straightforward manner: One who intends to sin should, at 
he very least, avoid desecrating God's name publicly. 


LANGUAGE 
Palaces [palterin] - prods: From the Greek maAdttov, 
palatiyon, meaning a palace. 


BACKGROUND 
Rainbow - nwp: A rainbow is an optical and meteorological 
phenomenon that causes a spectrum of light to appear in 
the sky when the sun shines on droplets of moisture in the 
Earth's atmosphere. It takes the form of a multicolored arc. 
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NOTES 


Whoever looks at the following three things — Sanaa bs 
Dat ngwa: Since each of these represents an aspect of 
the glory of the Divine Presence, it is improper to gaze upon 
them (Rabbeinu Hananel). 

There are several phenomena whose spiritual grandeur 
should cause the one gazing upon them to recognize God's 
greatness. Among them are natural phenomena such as a 
rainbow; intellectual phenomena, such as the Nasi, who is, 
according to the Rambam, the creative and intellectual giant 
whose mental capacity is considered a level of prophecy; 
and religious phenomena, such as the Temple priests who 
offer the Godly, threefold Priestly Benediction with love. 
Someone who witnesses one of these and is unable to rec- 
ognize God's presence in them has missed an opportunity 
for communion with God, and his eyes grow dim in a meta- 
phorical sense (Rabbi Joseph B. Soloveitchik, Al HaTeshuva). 


If the evil inclination says to you, sin — y7 3%? a aN) ON 
xion: Some commentaries take this to mean that the evil 
inclination says: Sin, and God will pardon you even without 
repentance. Alternatively, the evil inclination is inciting one 
to sin and repent later, despite the principle that one who 
says he will sin and repent is not provided with the oppor- 
tunity to do so (Maharsha). The Tzlah explains that the evil 
inclination is assuring the individual that it will leave him 
alone after he has succumbed to sin, whereas the truth is 
that sinning makes one more likely to transgress again. 
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Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi Nahmani, the disseminator of 
Reish Lakish, interpreted a verse homiletically: Whoever 
looks at the following three things," his eyes will grow dim: 
One who looks at a rainbow," at a Nasi, and at the priests." He 
explains: At a rainbow, as it is written: “As the appearance of 
the bow that is in the cloud on the day of rain, so was the 
appearance of the brightness round about, this was the appear- 
ance of the likeness of the glory of the Lord” (Ezekiel 1:28). 
Ata Nasi, as it is written: “And you shall put of your splendor 
upon him” (Numbers 27:20), which indicates that the splendor 
of the Divine Presence rested upon Moses, who was the Nasi 
of Israel. The third item, looking at priests, is referring to one 
who looks at the priests when the Temple is standing, as they 
would stand on their platform and bless Israel with the inef- 
fable name, at which point the Divine Presence would rest 
above the joints of their fingers. 


Apropos this Sage, the Gemara cites another statement of his: 
Rabbi Yehuda, son of Rabbi Nahmani, the disseminator of 
Reish Lakish, interpreted a verse homiletically: What is the 
meaning of that which is written: “Trust not in a companion, 
do not put your confidence in an intimate friend” (Micah 
7:5)? If the evil inclination says to you: Sin," and the Holy 
One, Blessed be He, will forgive, do not trust it, since it is 
stated: “Trust not in a companion [reia]? And rei‘a is refer- 
ring to none other than the evil [ra] inclination, as it is stated: 
“For the inclination of the heart of man is evil [ra]” (Genesis 
8:21). 


And “intimate friend” is referring to none other than the 
Holy One, Blessed be He, as it is stated: “You are the intimate 
friend of my youth” (Jeremiah 3:4). Lest you say: Since I am 
acting in private, who will testify against me? The stones of 
the house and the beams of the house of each person testify 
against him, as it is stated: “For the stone shall cry out of the 
wall, and the beam out of the timber shall answer it” (Habakkuk 
2:11). 


And the Sages say: A person’s soul shall itself testify against 
him, as it is stated: “Guard the doors of your mouth from she 
who lies in your bosom” (Micah 7:5). What thing lies in a 
person’s bosom? You must say it is his soul. Rabbi Zerika 
said: The two ministering angels who accompany him, i.e., 
each individual, they testify against him, as it is stated: “For 
He will command his angels over you, to guard you in all 
your ways” (Psalms 91:11). And the Sages say: A person’s limbs 
testify against him, as it is stated: “Therefore you are My 
witnesses, says the Lord, and I am God?” (Isaiah 43:12), which 
indicates that each individual becomes his own witness and 
testifies against himself on the Day of Judgment. 


HALAKHA 


One who looks at a rainbow - nwpa Sanpan: Itis prohibited 
to stare at a rainbow or to prostrate oneself upon seeing one 
because one appears as though he were bowing down to it. 


One should, however, recite a blessing over seeing a rainbow, 


and the same should be done each time he sees an additional 
rainbow, even if they appear within thirty days of each other 
(Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 229:1). 


And at the priests — 3a: It is prohibited to look at the 


priests while they are blessing the congregation. However, 


he reason that the Gemara provides for this prohibition, the 
pronouncing of the ineffable name, applies only in the Temple. 
Today, one may not look at the priests when they are blessing 
he people so as to avoid distracting them (Magen Avraham; Taz, 
citing Beit Yosef) and due to the glory of the Divine Presence 
hat rests upon their hands even now (Kaf HaHayyim, citing 
he Zohar). According to the letter of the law, it is permitted to 
glance at the priests briefly, but the custom is to refrain from 
ooking at them entirely (Mishna Berura; Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 128:23). 
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MISHNA ~*~ ben Yo’ezer says not to place 


one’s hands on offerings before slaughter- 
ing them on a Festival because this is considered performing 
labor with an animal on a Festival. His colleague, Yosef ben 
Yohanan, says to place them;" Yehoshua ben Perahya says 
not to place them; Nitai HaArbeli says to place them; Yehuda 
ben Tabbai says not to place them; Shimon ben Shatah says to 
place them; Shemaya says to place them; Avtalyon says not 
to place them. Hillel and Menahem did not disagree’ with 
regard to this issue. Menahem departed from his post, and 
Shammai entered in his stead. Shammai says not to place them; 
Hillel says to place them. 


The first members of each pair served as Nasi, and their counter- 
parts served as deputy Nasi. 


GEMARA™ Sages taught: Three of the first 

pairs who say not to place hands and 
two of the last pairs who say to place hands served as Nasi, 
and their counterparts served as deputy Nasi; this is the state- 
ment of Rabbi Meir. And the Rabbis say the opposite: Yehuda 
ben Tabbai was deputy Nasi and Shimon ben Shatah was the 
Nasi. 


The Gemara asks: Who is the tanna who taught that which the 
Sages taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda ben Tabbai said: I swear 
that I will not see the consolation of Israel if I did not kill a 
conspiring witness." This means that Rabbi Yehuda ben Tabbai 
sentenced a conspiring witness to death, in order to counter the 
views of the Sadducees, who would say: Conspiring witnesses 
are not executed unless the sentenced one has been executed. 
Their views opposed the traditional view, which maintains that 
conspiring witnesses are executed only if the one sentenced by 
their testimony has not yet been executed." 


Shimon ben Shatah said to him: I swear that I will not see the 
consolation of Israel if you did not shed innocent blood, as the 
Sages said: Conspiring witnesses are not executed unless they 
are both found to be conspirators; if only one is found to be a 
conspirator, he is not executed. And they are not flogged if they 
are liable to such a penalty, unless they are both found to be 
conspirators. And if they testified falsely that someone owed 
money, they do not pay money unless they are both found to 
be conspirators." 


HALAKHA 
Placing hands on an offering on a Festival - 7229 
sip ofa: The halakha is in accordance with the 
opinion that one places his hands on all offerings 
brought on Festivals (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot 
Hagiga 1:9). 


NOTES 

Hillel and Menahem did not disagree - omaa bon 
won x5: The Rambam maintains that they did not 
dispute concerning this matter because they did 
not serve simultaneously for a long period. Therefore, 
Menahem’s opinion was never fully established. How- 
ever, others maintain that Menahem in fact agreed 
with Hillel (Peri Hadash; Rashash; see Meiri). 


HALAKHA 
When are conspiring witnesses punished - n2 


conspiring are ed only if both of them con- 
spired to have someone executed. Similarly, a pair of 
witnesses can be sentenced to receive lashes or pay a 
fine only if both of them were found to be conspiring. 
The same halakha applies to a group of three or more 
witnesses (Rambam Sefer Shofetim, Hilkhot Edut 20:1). 


NOTES 


If I did not kill a conspiring witness - DAt Ty sma x DN: 
The Rid claims that in this particular case, only one witness, 
not two, testified and was found to have conspired against 
the defendant. Rabbi Yehuda ben Tabbai thought, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Sages, that since false, conspir- 
ing witnesses are punished for the conspiracy itself, a single 
witness should also be punished, despite the fact that his 
testimony is not accepted. According to this approach, Rabbi 
Yehuda ben Tabbai chose this particular case to act as he did 
in order to stress that the halakha follows the Sages, not the 
Sadducees. 


Conspiring witnesses - Dait OY: The law with regard to 
conspiring witnesses appears in the Torah: “If an unrighteous 
witness rises up against any man to bear perverted witness 
against him...And the judges shall inquire diligently; and, 
behold, if the witness is a false witness...then you shall do 


to him as he conspired to do to his brother” (Deuteronomy 
19:16-19). The specifics of this law are analyzed in great detail 
in tractate Makkot. 

The halakha is such that not all witnesses whose testimony 
has been rejected, including proven liars, are considered 
conspiring witnesses. A witness has the status of a conspiring 
witness only if there is proof that he could not possibly have 
been at the place of his testimony at the particular time that 
he claimed to have been there. The Sadducees understood 
the Bible as saying that a conspiring witness is punished for 
causing bodily or monetary harm to another, whereas the tradi- 
tion of the Sages, based on a careful reading of the phrase “as 
he conspired to do,’ is that such a witness is punished only if 
he conspired to bring about a sentence that was not actually 
carried out. 

This tradition is considered a Torah edict not requiring a 
logical reason. However, logical reasons for this halakha can 


be suggested. First, the conspiring witnesses brought about 
the death of an innocent person, their sin cannot be atoned 
by their execution. Second, were the conspiring witnesses to 
be executed, it would become publicly known that the court 
erred in its judgment, and this would harm the authority of 
the court (Meiri). 


Unless they are both found to be conspirators - mitg “y 
DPW: It appears that Rabbi Yehuda ben Tabbai’s error was 
based on the wording of the verse “and behold, if the wit- 
ness is a false witness” (Deuteronomy 19:18), which seems to 
indicate that even one witness is held culpable. However, the 
tradition of the Sages is that the word “witness” should not be 
understood as referring to a single individual, but rather as a 
general term referring to an entire group of witnesses that 
offers testimony, as is evident from the law stated earlier in the 
chapter (Deuteronomy 19:15). 
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PERSONALITIES 


Menahem - oman: The identity of the Menahem 
mentioned here and the nature of his departure 
remain unknown. He is perhaps the Sage men- 
tioned in the books of Josephus as prophesying 
to Herod that the latter would achieve greatness, 
and he may have actively supported him later on. 
Therefore, the Gemara says: Departed for the king's 
service. Since Herod was considered by the Sages to 
be an evil usurper, they did not want to elaborate on 
Menahem’s actions. 


LANGUAGE 


Silk [sirikon] — jito: From the Greek onptkov, 
sérikon, meaning silk or made from silk. 


NOTES 


Rabbinic decree [shevut] — maw: This type of rab- 
binic decree is a unique category of prohibition that 
applies to Shabbat and Festivals. Various forms of 
activity that are not considered prohibited labor by 
Torah law were nevertheless prohibited by the Sages 
because their performance would likely to lead to 
a labor prohibited by Torah law. Certain prohibi- 
ions in this category are already mentioned by the 
prophets, such as engaging in commercial activity 
on Shabbat, which is alluded to in the book of Amos 
and mentioned explicitly in Nehemiah. The Gemara 
in tractate Beitza (36b) differentiates between two 
ypes of rabbinic decrees: Those that involve entirely 
optional acts and those that are prohibited despite 
he fact that they are related to a mitzva. 


t is a rabbinic decree that is the subject of their 
dispute - hat seat mawa: The Turei Aven asks: Since 
he Sages hold that rabbinic decrees do not apply in 
he Temple, why did they prohibit the act of plac- 
ing? He answers as follows: Beit Shammai maintain 
hat there is no requirement that the act of placing 
hands be performed immediately before slaughter- 
ing; it can be performed even on the preceding day. 
Therefore, the location of placing hands is similarly 
optional, and it may be performed outside the 
Temple. Since, according to this approach, the act of 
placing hands is not necessarily related to the Temple, 
it is not permitted on the Festival. 
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Hearing this, Yehuda ben Tabbai immediately accepted upon himself 
not to rule on any matter of law unless he was in the presence of 
Shimon ben Shatah, as he realized he could not rely on his own 
judgment. 


The baraita further relates: All of Yehuda ben Tabbai’s days, he would 
prostrate himself on the grave of that executed individual, to request 
forgiveness, and his voice was heard weeping. The people thought 
that it was the voice of that executed person, rising from his grave. 
Yehuda ben Tabbai said to them: It is my voice, and you shall know 
that it is so, for tomorrow, i.e., sometime in the future, he will die, and 
his voice will no longer be heard. Yehuda ben Tabbai was referring to 
himself, but he did not want to mention something negative about 
himself in direct terms. 


Rav Aha, son of Rava, said to Rav Ashi: This provides no conclusive 
proof that the voice was not that of the executed man, as perhaps ben 
Tabbai appeased the executed individual in the World-to-Come. Or, 
alternatively, the latter may have prosecuted him by the law of Heaven, 
and that is why his voice can no longer be heard. 


The Gemara returns to its original question: Whose opinion does this 
baraita follow? Granted, if you say it is in accordance with that of 
Rabbi Meir, who said that Shimon ben Shatah was deputy Nasi while 
Rabbi Yehuda ben Tabbai was Nasi, that explains why he had previ- 
ously issued a halakhic ruling in the presence of Shimon ben Shatah 
to execute the conspiring witness, and only after that unfortunate 
incident did he undertake to issue rulings only in the presence of his 
colleague. But if you say that the baraita is in accordance with the 
Sages, who said: Yehuda ben Tabbai was deputy Nasi and Shimon 
ben Shatah the Nasi, why did he need to make such a commitment? 
May the deputy Nasi issue a halakhic ruling in the presence of the 
Nasi? 


The Gemara refutes this: No; what did he mean by accepting upon 
himself not to rule on his own? He spoke with regard to joining the 
ruling of others: Even with regard to joining the ruling of others, I will 
also not join until I have first heard the view of Shimon ben Shatah. 


§ It is taught in the mishna: Menahem’ departed and Shammai 
entered. The Gemara asks: To where did Menahem depart? Abaye 
said: He departed and went astray. Therefore, the mishna did not wish 
to delve into the details of his case. Rava said: He departed for the 
king’s service. He received a post from the king and had to leave the 
court. This is also taught in a baraita: Menahem departed for the 
king’s service, and eighty pairs of students dressed in silk robes' left 
with him to work for the king, and that they no longer studied Torah. 


§ Rav Shemen bar Abba said that Rabbi Yohanan said: A rabbinic 
decree [shevut]" should never be taken lightly in your eyes, since 
placing hands on the head of an offering on a Festival is prohibited 
only as a rabbinic decree because it is considered making use of an 
animal, which is not considered a prohibited labor but merely resem- 
bles one, and yet the greatest scholars of each generation disputed it. 


The Gemara is puzzled by this statement: This is obvious. Since it is 
an accepted rabbinic decree, why should people take it lightly? The 
Gemara answers: It was necessary for him to state it because it is a 
rabbinic decree related to a mitzva. In other words, although this 
rabbinic decree of placing the hands on an animal is not performed for 
one’s own sake but for the purpose of a mitzva, it was nevertheless a 
serious matter in the eyes of the Sages. 


The Gemara remains puzzled: This too is obvious. In that case as well, 
the act is prohibited by the Sages. The Gemara responds: Rabbi 
Yohanan’s statement comes to exclude the opinion of the one who 
said that they disagree with regard to the actual obligation of placing 
hands, i.e., whether or not obligatory peace-offerings require placing 
the hands. He therefore teaches us that it is a rabbinic decree that is 
the subject of their dispute," not the requirement itself. 
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Rami bar Hama said: You can learn from here, from this dispute, 
that the mitzva of placing hands requires not only placing one’s 
hands on the animal's head, but we also require that one places his 
hands with all his strength." For if it enters your mind that we do 
not require all his strength, what prohibition does one violate by 
placing his hands? Let him place them on a Festival as well, as this 
does not resemble a prohibited action at all. 


The Gemara raises an objection to this from a baraita: “Speak 
to the children of [benei] Israel” (Leviticus 1:2). The word benei 
literally means: Sons of. And it states nearby: “And he shall place 
his hand on the head of the burnt-offering” (Leviticus 1:4), from 
which we learn that the sons of Israel place their hands, but the 
daughters of Israel do not place them. Rabbi Yosei and Rabbi 
Yishmael say: It is optional for the daughters of Israel to place 
their hands. They may place their hands if they so choose, although 
they are not obligated to do so. 


Rabbi Yosei said: The Sage Abba Elazar related to me the following 
incident: On one occasion, we had a calf for a peace-offering, and 

we brought it to the Women’s Courtyard, and women placed their 
hands on it. We did this not because there is an obligation of plac- 
ing hands in the case of women, but in order to please the women, 
by allowing them to sacrifice an offering, in all of its particulars, as 

men do. Now, if it enters your mind that we require placing hands 

with all one’s strength, would we perform work with consecrated 

offerings in order to please the women? Placing one’s hands force- 
fully on an animal is considered performing work with it, and if one 

does it without being obligated to do so, he has thereby performed 

work with an offering. Rather, isn’t it correct to conclude from this 

that we do not require placing hands with all one’s strength? 


The Gemara rejects this: Actually, I could say to you that we do 
require placing hands with all one’s strength, but here they allowed 
women to place their hands by saying to them: Ease your hands 
and do not press forcefully, so that their hand placing should not 
constitute work. The Gemara retorts: If so, then the reason for- 
mulated as: Not because there is an obligation to place hands in 
the case of women, is irrelevant to this law. Let him derive the 
permission for women to do so from the reason that it is not con- 
sidered placing hands at all. If placing hands must be performed 
with all one’s strength, this action the women are performing does 
not constitute placing hands. 


Rabbi Ami said: He stated one reason and another. One reason is 
that it is not considered placing hands at all, as it is not performed 
with all of one’s strength; and another reason is that they allowed it 
in order to please the women. 


Rav Pappa said: Learn from this that anything upon which one 
may not place objects or upon which one may not sit on Shabbat, 
its sides are likewise prohibited, for if it enters your mind to say 
that the sides are permitted, they could have told the women to 
place their hands on the sides, i.e., on the head of the animal rather 
than on its back, as the head of the animal is considered as if it were 
one of its sides. Rather, must one not conclude from this that the 
sides are prohibited? 


Rav Ashi said: Even if you say that sides are permitted in general, 
there is no proof from here, since anything that is near the animal’s 
back is considered as its back. Therefore, placing the hands on the 
head of the animal is the same as placing them on the animal itself, 
as opposed to its sides. 


HALAKHA 
Places his hands with all his strength - intasa TDD: 
One who is placing his hands on an animal must do so 
by placing his hands on the animal's head and leaning 
into them with all of his strength, in accordance with 
Rami bar Hama and Rav Pappa (Rambam Sefer Avoda, 
Hilkhot Ma‘aseh Hakorbanot 3:11). 


Placing hands by women - DW) n239: Women do 
not perform the act of placing on offerings, in accor- 
dance with the opinion of the Sages (Rambam Sefer 
Avoda, Hilkhot Ma‘aseh HaKorbanot 3:5). 


NOTES 


The daughters of Israel do not place them — nia px 
niano byw»: It appears from the discussion here and 
in other places i in the Gemara that the first tanna not 
only maintains that women are not obligated to place 
their hands, but it is in fact prohibited for them to do 
SO. 

This prohibition is understandable according to 
Rashi (e.g., on Rosh HaShana 33a), as he claims that 
women who perform mitzvot without being obligated 
to do so transgress the prohibition against adding to 
the mitzvot. However, most authorities reject this 
view. Instead, they state that a prohibition exists in this 
case due to the concern that it may appear as if the 
women were performing work with sacred offerings 
(see Tosafot on Rosh HaShana). This explanation also 
clarifies the dispute between the tanna‘im: The lenient 
view maintains that there is no reason to be stringent 
with regard to this halakha, as the act is prohibited only 
due to the appearance of prohibition. 
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HALAKHA 


Festival offerings and placing hands on them - niza1? 
phy Taa: Festival offerings that are obligatory for 
that day are sacrificed on the Festival. This applies both 
to peace-offerings and burnt-offerings. Hands are placed 
on these offerings, in accordance with the opinion of Beit 
Hillel (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 1:8-9). 


Redress for Shavuot offerings - myy bwn: Even 
though Shavuot lasts only one day, Sages maintained 
the tradition that one may bring the obligatory Festival 
offerings throughout the six days following the Festival 
(Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Hagiga 1:7). 


BACKGROUND 

Who would ae Shavuot must Bg occur r after 
tractate Rosh Hashana (22a) it was the Boethusans acult 
that broke away from the traditions of the Sages, who 
maintained this view. They explained the verse: “And you 
shall count for yourselves from the morrow of Shabbat 
(Leviticus 23:15), as referring to the Shabbat that occurs 
during Passover. Accordingly, the festival of Shavuot in 
their calendar always occurs on a Sunday. 

The members of this sect, who were allies of the 
Sadducees, constituted a minority of the Jewish people 
at the time, but it appears that they were powerful and 
wealthy, and they were even prepared to deploy various 
types of manipulation and deceit to ensure that all would 
follow their practices. For this reason, the Sages found it 
necessary to institute several decrees to counter their 
views, in order to emphasize and publicly demonstrate 
that the Boethusian approach is to be entirely rejected. 
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Beit Shammai, etc. — 13) »saw MA: Tosafot note that the first 


NOTES 


be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


MI S H N A Beit Shammai say:" One may bring peace- 


offerings on a Festival because both the 
owners and the priests partake of them, but one may not place 
his hands on them," on the peace-offerings before sacrificing 
them. However, one may not bring burnt-offerings at all because 
they are not eaten, and labor is permitted on Festivals only for the 
sake of preparing food for humans. And Beit Hillel say: One may 
bring peace-offerings and also burnt-offerings, and one places 
his hands on both of them." 


If the festival of Shavuot occurs on the eve of Shabbat, Beit 
Shammai say: The day of slaughter is after Shabbat," on Sunday. 
This is the day on which the animals brought in honor of the pil- 
grimage Festival are slaughtered, since they maintain that the Fes- 
tival burnt-offering is not sacrificed on the Festival day itself but on 
the following day, and all burnt-offerings vowed by individuals are 
postponed to the following day. And Beit Hillel say: The day of 
slaughter is not after Shabbat. Since the slaughter may be per- 
formed on the Festival day itself, it is unnecessary to postpone it. 
But they concede that if Shavuot occurs on Shabbat, the day of 
slaughter is after Shabbat. 


The mishna relates that when the day of slaughter was on a Sunday, 
the High Priest would not dress in his festive garments" but 
would wear his regular clothing. And all were permitted to eulo- 
gize" and fast on this day. This was done in order not to uphold 
and reinforce the opinion of the Sadducees, who would say: 
Shavuot must always occur after Shabbat.® As the day of slaughter 
was on Sunday, it was necessary to demonstrate that we do 
not accept the view of the Sadducees, and that the day is not a 
Festival. 


G E M A RA Rabbi Elazar said that Rabbi Oshaya said: 


From where is it derived that the Shavuot 
offerings can be redressed," i.e., that the obligatory Festival offer- 
ings can be sacrificed all seven days following the Festival?" As it 
is stated: “Three times a year all your males shall appear...on 
the festival of Passover, and on the festival of Shavuot, and on 
the festival of Sukkot” (Deuteronomy 16:16). The verse compares 
the festival of Shavuot to the festival of Passover by analogy: 
Just as one can redress the failure to bring the offering on the 
festival of Passover on all seven days of the Festival, so too, on 
the festival of Shavuot, one can redress the failure to bring the 
offering for all seven, i.e., Shavuot and the six days following it. 


Day of slaughter after Shabbat — nawn myx mav Di’: The nov- 


have been prohibited on it. With regard to those who sacrifice 


section of the mishna, which appears in tractate Beitza, is cited 
here only incidentally. Therefore, the mishna does not discuss it 
at length. Others, however, claim that this is not necessarily the 
case. The dispute can be understood as referring to the Festival 
peace-offering, which would render it relevant to the topic of 
this tractate (see Zekher LaHagiga). 


But one may not place his hands on them - D93/2‘D py) 
opw: The Gemara in tractate Beitza cites several opinions 
with regard to the nature of this dispute. One view is that the 
dispute with regard to placing the hands applies only to obliga- 
tory Festival peace-offerings, as the mitzva of placing the hands 
on peace-offerings is stated in the Torah only with regard to 
voluntary peace-offerings and not with regard to obligatory 
ones (Leviticus, chapter 3). An alternative explanation maintains 
that the dispute pertains to whether placing the hands must 
be performed immediately before slaughtering, or whether it 
can perhaps be done prior to the Festival. 


296 


HAGIGA : PEREK II: 17A: .» 913 p15 


elty of this opinion is as follows: Although the Sages instituted 
several decrees to publicize their opposition to the Sadducean 
view that Shavuot must always occur on a Sunday, Beit Sham- 
mai nevertheless maintains that Sunday is the day of slaughter 
even when it does not immediately follow the Festival. This also 
explains why the dispute is mentioned with regard to Shavuot, 
despite the fact that Beit Shammai claim that a similar day of 
slaughter follows the other Festivals as well (Siah Yitzhak; see 
Zekher LaHagiga). 


The High Priest would not dress in his garments — }73 px 
vooa vm bins: According to the explanation of Tosafot, the 
High Priest would not wear priestly garments at all on this 
day. The day was marked by his avoidance of any service, as 
opposed to Festivals, when the High Priest would sacrifice 
offerings (see Meiri). 


And all were permitted to eulogize - 15714 paama: This indi- 
cates that if not for the need to mark this day, eulogies would 


their offerings on that day, the question has been raised as 
to whether they are prohibited from eulogizing, as anyone 
who sacrifices an offering observes that day as a Festival (see 
Mishne LaMelekh and Yad David). The Levush writes that since 
nowadays we are no longer concerned about the Sadducean 
views, it is indeed prohibited to eulogize on the days that were 
once intended for the redress of the Shavuot offerings, and we 
do not recite the supplication prayer [tahanun] on these days. 
This is, in fact, the custom of most communities. 


Redress for Shavuot offerings - msy bwn: The Jerusalem 
Talmud presents the following difficulty: One verse: “You shall 
do no kind of laborious work” (Leviticus 23:21), indicates that 

abor is prohibited on Shavuot, whereas another verse states: 
“And the Festival of harvest, the first fruits of your labor” (Exodus 
23:16), implying that labor is performed on this day. The explana- 
ion there is that no labor may be performed on the Festival 
itself, but it is permitted on the days during which its offerings 
are redressed. 
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The Gemara raises a difficulty: But perhaps you should say instead 
that the verse compares Shavuot to the festival of Sukkot by anal- 
ogy: Just as the Festival day of Sukkot can be redressed for all 
eight days, as the Eighth Day of Assembly is part of the Festival, so 
too can the festival of Shavuot be redressed for all eight days. The 
Gemara answers: The Eighth Day of Assembly is an independent 
pilgrimage Festival and is not considered part of Sukkot. 


The Gemara continues to ask: You can say that when they said that 
The Eighth Day of Assembly is an independent pilgrimage Festival, 
this applies only to the issue of peh, zayin, reish, kuf, shin, beit," 
an acronym for the six halakhot that differentiate The Eighth Day of 
Assembly from the festival of Sukkot. But with regard to the redress 
of the Festival offerings, it is considered a day of redress for the first 
Festival day, as we learned in a mishna (9a): One who did not 
celebrate by sacrificing the Festival offerings on the first day of the 
Sukkot Festival can celebrate by sacrificing them throughout the 
pilgrimage Festival of Sukkot and on the last day of that Festival. If 
so, the question remains: Why do we not compare Shavuot to Sukkot 
and allow its offerings to be completed on all eight days? 


The Gemara answers by implementing the following principle: If 
you grasped many, you did not grasp anything; if you grasped few, 
you grasped something. In other words, when one must choose 
between a smaller number and a larger one, there is more certainty 
in choosing the smaller one. Even if that choice turns out to be 
erroneous, it is preferable to the larger one, as it is included in it. In 
this case, seven is included in eight. Therefore, it is preferable to 
compare Shavuot to the seven days of Passover than to the eight days 
of Sukkot. 


The Gemara asks: But if we do not compare Shavuot to Sukkot, for 
the sake of what halakha did the Merciful One write" the festival 
of Sukkot in this context? The laws of all the Festivals were already 
listed, so the Torah must have mentioned their names again in order 
to compare them for a particular reason. The Gemara answers: The 
festival of Sukkot was mentioned in order to compare it by analogy 
to the festival of Passover, in the following manner: Just as the 
festival of Passover requires lodging overnight in Jerusalem after 
the conclusion of the Festival, as one may not depart that night, so 
too the festival of Sukkot requires lodging in Jerusalem after Sukkot 
has ended. 


The Gemara asks: And there, with regard to Passover itself, from 
where do we derive that it requires lodging? 


The Gemara answers: One may leave Jerusalem only in the morning, 
after staying there for the night following the Festival, as it is written 
following the laws of the Paschal offering: “And you shall turn" in 
the morning and go to your tents” (Deuteronomy 16:7). 


As it is written, And you shall turn, etc. — ^3 2991 :29137: 

According to Rashi, the verse, “And you shall turn in the morn- 
ing,’ must refer to the morning of the first intermediate day of 
the Festival, rather than the Festival itself, because one may not 
venture beyond the Shabbat boundaries on a Festival. Other com- 
mentaries raise various difficulties with regard to this reasoning. 
According to the Rid, the verse is referring to the morning follow- 
ing the final day of the Festival, as all seven days of the Festival 


NOTES 


are considered a single unit (see Josafot). The Meiri addresses 
a different aspect of the mitzva of lodging. He claims that the 
mitzva of lodging is unrelated to the prohibition against ventur- 
ing beyond the boundary, and one who has brought an offering 
may not leave Jerusalem that night even if he remains within the 
boundary. Rather, he must stay overnight as a sign of respect to 
the Temple, thereby demonstrating that he is not in a hurry to 
leave immediately upon the fulfillment of his duty. 


NOTES 
Peh, zayin, reish, kuf, shin, beit - 2’wp VD: This acro- 
nym stands for the six unique aspects of the Eighth Day 
of Assembly: First, a new lottery [payis] is performed to 
determine which priests will sacrifice the day's offerings, 
and the arrangement established on Sukkot is not con- 
tinued. Second, the blessing for time [zeman] is recited: 
Who has given us life, sustained us, and brought us to 
this time, just as it is recited at the outset of each Festival. 
Third, it is considered a pilgrimage Festival [regel] in 
and of itself, in that it is referred to as the Eighth Day 
of Assembly rather than Sukkot. Fourth, the additiona 
offerings [korban] are unique to this day and do no 
follow the model of the additional offerings of Sukkot. 
Fifth, the song [shir] of the day sung by the Levites is 
unique to this day rather than being a continuation o 
the Psalms sung on Sukkot. Lastly, the day has its own 
blessing [berakha] inserted in Grace after Meals and in 
prayer (see Tosafot), which is different than that recited 
on Sukkot. 


For what halakha did the Merciful One write - wid 
Kam ANS KDN: The Bayit Hadash asks: If so, per- 
haps this verse was stated only with regard to lodging, 
and there is no proof that Shavuot has days of redress. 
He answers that according to the principle: There is no 
analogy by half-measures, the fact that the Festivals are 
compared to one another with regard to one aspect 
implies that they are comparable with regard to other 
aspects, including the observance of days of redress. 


HALAKHA 

Peh, zayin, reish, kuf, shin, beit - wp v5: On the 
first day of Sukkot, a lottery is conducted between the 
priestly watches to determine which of them will sac- 
rifice the bulls of the additional Festival offering and 
in what order. On the Eighth Day of Assembly, a new 
lottery is performed, as it is for any other Festival. The 
additional offering of the Eighth Day of Assembly does 
not follow the order of the Sukkot offerings but consists 
of a bull, a ram, seven lambs as burnt-offerings, and one 
goat as a sin-offering (Rambam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot 
Temidin UMusafin 10:5). 

Sukkot is not mentioned in the prayers and bless- 
ings of the Eighth Day of Assembly. Rather, the day 
has a name of its own: The Eighth Day; this festival of 
Assembly (Shulhan Arukh); or the Eighth day of Assem- 
bly, this Festival (Magen Avraham, citing Maharshal; 
Taz). The blessing for time is recited on the Eighth Day 
of Assembly as part of kiddush (Shulhan Arukh, Orah 
Hayyim 668:1). 
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NOTES 


What, is it not that it does not have a day of slaugh- 
ter at all — Sop may ov Ab pyg and ore: Many com- 
mentaries are “puzzled by this statement: How can the 
Gemara suggest that there is no day of slaughter at all 
according to Beit Hillel, when the mishna states that 
hey concede that there is a day of slaughter when 
Shavuot occurs on a Shabbat? Some commentaries 
distinguish between a general day of slaughter and 
he particular circumstance of redressing offerings 
hat could not be sacrificed on Shabbat. Beit Hillel 
concede only that there is a day for redressing the 
Shabbat offerings, since they are postponed by the 
Torah itself (see Maharsha and Siah Yitzhak). The Turei 
Aven, based on the reasoning above and on addi- 
ional reasons, explains that throughout this entire 
discussion, all concur that there is at least one day of 
slaughter for redressing the offerings. However, when 
he Gemara refers to a day of slaughter, it does not 
mean that it is held on the day after the Festival but 
ater in that week. 


So too Shavuot is sanctified for the unit of time by 
which it is counted - rund TIY AN: The difficulty 
posed by the Gemara, ‘that perhaps Shavuot should 
have only one day of redress, is also addressed by the 
Jerusalem Talmud. The answer offered there is that 
here is indeed a difference between the first day 
of redress and the six additional days: The first day 
of slaughter is considered the main day of redress, 
whereas the role of the others is merely to supple- 
ment it. 


Turei Aven raises the falewitie difficulty: The Torah 
states explicitly that Shavuot is celebrated for one 
day; why then is it necessary to learn this through 
an analogy to the New Moon? He answers, in accor- 
dance with his general approach, that this statement 
is referring to the additional day of slaughter. Without 
the analogy, one may have mistakenly thought that 
the period of redress for Shavuot lasts only one day. 
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§ We learned in the mishna: If the festival of Shavuot occurs on 
the eve of Shabbat, Beit Shammai say: The day of slaughter is after 
Shabbat; and Beit Hillel say: It does not have a day of slaughter. 
What, is it not that it does not have a day of slaughter at all;" i.e., there 
are no days of redress for an offering that was meant to be sacrificed on 
the festival of Shavuot itself? The Gemara rejects this: No, Beit Hillel 
means that it does not require a day of slaughter. 


The Gemara asks: And what does this teach us; that all offerings are 
sacrificed on their day? But they have already disputed this once, as 
we learned in a mishna: Beit Shammai say: One may bring peace- 
offerings on a Festival but one may not place his hands on them. 
However, one may not bring burnt-offerings at all; and Beit Hillel 
say: One may bring peace-offerings and also burnt-offerings, and 
one places his hands on both of them. Why is it necessary to restate 
this argument in different terms? 


The Gemara answers: It is necessary, for had the mishna taught us 

only this case, that Beit Shammai prohibits bringing burnt-offerings 

ona Festival, we might have said: It is with regard to this case, a regular 

Festival followed by a weekday, that Beit Shammai state their opinion, 
because it is possible to sacrifice these burnt-offerings on the follow- 
ing day, on the day of slaughter after the Festival; but there, with regard 

to a Shavuot that occurs on a Friday, when one cannot sacrifice offer- 
ings on the following day, you might perhaps say that they agree with 

Beit Hillel that the burnt-offerings should be sacrificed on the Festival 

itself. It was therefore necessary to state that Beit Shammai's view is the 

same in both cases. 


‘The reverse also applies: And had it taught us only that case, that there 
is no day of slaughter after Shabbat, we might have said: It is with 
regard to that case that Beit Hillel state their view, that the offerings 
should be sacrificed on the Festival itself, because it is not possible to 
sacrifice them on the following day, which is Shabbat; but here, on a 
regular Festival followed by a weekday, you might say that perhaps they 
agree with Beit Shammai. It is therefore necessary for the mishna to 
specify both cases. The question of whether there days of redress for 
Shavuot according to Beit Hillel therefore remains unresolved. 


The Gemara suggests: Come and hear a proof from a different source: 
One who did not celebrate by sacrificing the peace-offerings of the 

Festival on the seven days of Passover, or on the eight days of the 

festival of Sukkot, or on the first day of Shavuot may no longer cele- 
brate and sacrifice those offerings. The Gemara infers: Does this not 

mean that if one did not sacrifice on the Festival day of Shavuot itself, 
this lapse cannot be remedied, thereby demonstrating that there are 

no days of redress for Shavuot? The Gemara refutes this: No, the term 

Festival day is referring to the day of slaughter, rather than the Festival 

itself. The Gemara immediately counters: If so, let us at least resolve 

from here, i.e., the mishna that there is only one day of slaughter and 

not seven days. The Gemara rejects this: Say that the wording of the 

mishna should be corrected, so that instead of: A day of slaughter, it 

reads: Days of slaughter. 


The Gemara suggests further: Come and hear a proof from another 

source, as Rabba bar Shmuel taught the following baraita: The Torah 

said to count thirty days, as it is stated: “A month of days” (Numbers 

11:20), and then sanctify the month with offerings. And the Torah 

also said to count days from Passover and then sanctify the festival 

of Shavuot with offerings, as it is stated: “You shall count fifty days” 
(Leviticus 23:16). From this comparison, we learn the following 

halakha: Just as the new month is sanctified for the unit of time by 

which it is counted, i.e., for one day, so too, Shavuot is sanctified for 

the unit of time by which it is counted," i.e., for one full week, as it is 

stated: “Seven complete weeks shall there be” (Leviticus 23:15). The 

Gemara infers from this: Does this not mean that we learn from the 

month? If so, we can also learn that just as the festival of a month, 
the New Moon, is one day, so too Shavuot is only one day," without 

days of redress. 
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Didnt Abaye say: It is a mitzva to count days, in the counting 
of the omer, as it is written: “Until the morrow of the seventh 
week, you shall count fifty days” (Leviticus 23:16); and it is also 
a mitzva to count weeks," as it is written: “Seven weeks you 
shall count for yourself, from when the sickle is first put to the 


standing corn” (Deuteronomy 16:9); and further, it is written: 
“The festival of weeks [shavuot]” (Deuteronomy 16:10), which 
indicates that it is a Festival that is established through a count 
of weeks? Consequently, the days of redress for Shavuot should 
last a week, in accordance with its components." 
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§ In the school of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya'akov, a Sage taught the 


TIDY — "DI WPI’ "ONT NIP following: The verse states with regard to Shavuot: “And you 
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shall make a proclamation on this very day, it shall be a holy 
convocation, you shall do no kind of laborious work” (Leviticus 
23:21), and it states in the same chapter: “And when you reap 


the harvest of your land” (Leviticus 23:22). Which is the Festival 
on which you make a proclamation and also reap, i.e., which 
Festival occurs in the harvest season? You must say it is the 
festival of Shavuot. 
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The Gemara proceeds to analyze the teaching: When exactly 
does this refer to? If we say it is referring to the Festival day itself, 
is it permitted to reap on a Festival?" Obviously, ordinary work 
is prohibited on Festivals. Rather, is it not referring to the issue 


of redress? In other words, it speaks of those days on which 
redress can be made for the offerings of the Festival, i.e., the days 
of slaughter, on which one may indeed reap because they are 
regular weekdays, and they nevertheless have a festive quality. 
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The Gemara comments: And even though the teaching that 
Rabbi Elazar said that Rabbi Oshaya said, that the halakha of 
the redress for Shavuot is derived from the comparison to Pass- 
over, was stated, it was nevertheless necessary to state the teach- 
ing of Rabbi Eliezer ben Yakov as well, for if we had learned 
only the proof that Rabbi Elazar said that Rabbi Oshaya said, I 
would say the following: Just as on the days of redress for the 
festival of Passover it is prohibited to perform any work that 
will not cause irretrievable loss, as they are part of the Festival, so 
too on the days of redress for Shavuot it is also prohibited to 
perform work." We are therefore taught the statement of Rabbi 


Eliezer ben Ya’akov as well, that on these festive days one may 
reap, as they are weekdays. Conversely, if we had learned the 
halakha only from the words of Rabbi Eliezer ben Ya’akov, 


Is that to say that for Shavuot...we ji not count weeks — 
grasped few, you ee something, applied to this case 

as well, resulting in the conclusion that there should be only 

one day of redress rather than an entire week? It is possible 

that the Gemara adds the reason relating to the festival of 
weeks in order to counter this possibility. The verse indicates 

that the counting leading up to Shavuot is fundamentally 

linked to weeks and does not merely consist of a number of 
individual days; therefore, an entire week should be devoted 

to the redress of the Shavuot offerings (Siah Yitzhak, citing the 

Rashba on tractate Rosh HaShana). 


a 


And it is a mitzva to count weeks — y3% yan myn: Most 
authorities understand Abaye to mean that on each day ofthe 
omer we count the weeks as well as the days. However, some 
early authorities maintain that Abaye means that the number 
of weeks need only be mentioned at the conclusion of each 
week (Razah; Sefer HaHinnukh). 


NOTES 


Is it permitted to reap on a Festival — Ww 2 Jip Dia TYYP: 
Later authorities point out that this statement assumes that 
reaping on Festivals is prohibited by Torah law. This presents 
a difficulty for several authorities, who claim that any labor 
prohibited on Shabbat that involves the preparation of food, 
including reaping, is permitted on a Festival by Torah law, 
and the prohibition against reaping on a Festival is by rab- 
binic law. According to this approach, standard reaping is 
prohibited, as it is not performed for the preparation of food 
for the day of the Festival itself. Therefore, a Festival day cannot 
be described as a day on which one reaps (see Turei Aven and 
Zekher LaHagiga). 


So too on the days of the redress of Shavuot it is also pro- 
hibited to perform work — nwya Tog 123 MY mbwn DiN 
TNn: The Jerusalem Talmud indicates that it is indeed 
prohibited to perform regular work on the day of slaughter, 
which is treated similarly to the intermediate Festival days. 
The Rambam also cites this law, although he adds that this 
prohibition is not an accepted law, but a custom (see Meiri). 


HALAKHA 

The mitzva of the counting of the omer - y7 NYD NYA: 
One must count both the days and weeks to fulfill the obliga- 
tion of counting the omer, as stated by Abaye. For example, one 

recites: Today is eight days, which are one week and one day of 
the omer [/aomer] (Roke'ah; Rashba; Beit Yosef, Shela; a similar 
view is attributed to the Ari). This is the custom according to 

Nusah Sefarad, one version of Ashkenazic liturgy. Others say: In 

the omer [baomer] (Rema; Taz); this is the custom according to 

Nusah Ashkenaz, another version of Ashkenazic liturgy. How- 
ever, the Sephardic custom is to adjust the order slightly and 

say: Today is eight days of the omer, which are one week and 

one day. If one counts the days without the weeks or only the 

weeks without the days, some say that he fulfills his obligation 

(Rema; Havvot Ya'ir), while others disagree (Peri Hadash). One 

should therefore count again in the proper manner but without 
a blessing (Beur Halakha; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 489:1). 
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NOTES 


A Festival that occurs during the time of gathering - an 
MDD pa KAT: This statement teaches that the year must 
be intercalated when necessary in order to ensure that Sukkot 
occurs during the period of gathering, i.e., the harvest. 


The performance of labor during the intermediate Festival 
days is prohibited - taxa mewya noy Tyin bw thin: The 
Gemara indicates that this is the view of both Rabbi Yohanan 
and Reish Lakish, as well as that of certain tanna‘im. However, 
as explained in Tosafot, most Sages maintain that the prohibi- 
tion against working during the intermediate Festival days is 
rabbinic and the verses cited as proof merely serve to support 
the halakhot instituted by the Sages. 


You shall observe...seven days — o%a* nyaw inwa: The 
verse states: “You shall observe the festival of Passover; 
seven days you shall eat matzot as | commanded you, at the 
appointed time in the month of Aviv" (Exodus 23:15). Accord- 
ing to a straightforward reading of the verse, the words 
“seven days” refer to the obligation to eat matza. However, 
since the verse is phrased so that the words “seven days” 
appear in the middle, they may be expounded as referring 
both to the preceding clause as well as to the one that fol- 
lows it. Here, the preceding clause relates to refraining from 
work (Turei Aven). 


Is not necessary — P% 19x: This expression is common in 
halakhic midrash. It indicates the rejection of the exposi- 
tion of one Sage by another, who proceeds to suggest an 
alternative. Generally, it should be understood as though the 
Sage were saying: The previous exposition with its attending 
difficulties is not needed, as | have a preferable exposition, 
which is either more straightforward or less flawed than 
the previous one. The attending difficulties are usually left 
unexplained. 


Which are preceded and followed by sanctity - 7witp wow 
pusa 1297: The Turei Aven notes that there is one major 
difficulty with regard to this a fortiori inference: It views the 
intermediate Festival days as a single unit. He claims that the 
inference must be understood in reference to each day on its 
own. Once it is used for the first day, the result can be used 
as the basis of a further a fortiori inference for the second 
day, and so on for all the Festival days. This type of inference 
is known as an a fortiori inference that is a consequence of 
an a fortiori inference. 


The intermediate Festival days which are called a holy 
convocation - wip xpa npe wian Sw Iana: The Zekher 
LaHagiga points out that, in fact, no source explicitly refers 
to the intermediate Festival days as holy convocations. There- 
fore, it can be assumed that the baraita here is relying on a 
verse that appears toward the conclusion of the main Torah 
passage relating to the Festivals: “These are the appointed 
seasons of the Lord, which you shall proclaim to be holy 
convocations, to bring an offering made by fire to the Lord, 
a burnt-offering, and a meal-offering, a sacrifice, and liba- 
tions, each on its own day” (Leviticus 23:37), which appears 
to include the intermediate Festival days as well. 


HALAKHA 


The intermediate days of the Festivals — yian Sin: Certain 
forms of work are prohibited on the intermediate Festival 
days while others are permitted, in accordance with the 
approach of the Sages with regard to each particular issue 
(Rema). One must honor the intermediate days of the Festi- 
vals by eating special foods and drinks and by wearing festive 
clothing, as on the Festival days themselves (Magen Avraham, 
citing Tanya; Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 530:1). 
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I would not know how many days of redress there are. The Gemara 
therefore teaches us, from the statement that Rabbi Elazar said 
that Rabbi Oshaya said, that there are seven days of redress. 


And Reish Lakish said, providing a different proof: From the very 
name of the day: “And the Festival of harvest” (Exodus 23:16), we 
can learn the following: On which Festival do you celebrate and 
harvest? You must say it is Shavuot. When exactly does this apply? 
If we say that it is on the Festival day itself, is harvesting permit- 
ted ona Festival? Rather, is it not referring to the day of redress? 


Rabbi Yohanan said to Reish Lakish: However, if that is so, you 

should likewise say with regard to “the Festival of gathering” 
(Exodus 23:16): On which Festival is there gathering? You must 

say it is the festival of Sukkot. When exactly? If we say it is on 

the Festival day itself, is labor permitted on a Festival? Rather, it 

is referring to the intermediate Festival days. But on the inter- 
mediate Festival days, too, is it permitted? One may perform only 

work that, if neglected, would result in irretrievable loss. Rather, 
you must explain that “the Festival of gathering” is referring to the 

season of the year, i.e., the Festival that occurs during the time of 
gathering." Here too: “The Festival of harvest” means a Festival 

that occurs during the time of harvest. 


§ The Gemara comments: Since Reish Lakish does not dispute 
the accuracy of Rabbi Yohanan’s statement, it may be inferred 
from their statements that both of them hold that the per- 
formance of labor during the intermediate Festival days is 
prohibited" by the Torah." 


The Gemara proceeds to ask: From where are these matters 
derived; what is the biblical source for this prohibition? As the 
Sages taught: “You shall observe the festival of Passover seven 
days” (Exodus 23:15)." This teaches that the performance of labor 
is prohibited during the intermediate Festival days, as “observe” 
denotes a negative commandment; this is the statement of Rabbi 
Yoshiyya. Rabbi Yonatan says: This proof is not necessary, as it 
does not accord with the straightforward meaning of the verse. 
Rather, it is learned from an a fortiori inference, as follows: If 
the performance of labor on the first and seventh days of 
Passover, which are not preceded and followed by sanctity as 
the days before the first day and after the seventh day are weekdays, 
is nevertheless prohibited, is it not right that on the days of 
the intermediate Festival days, which are preceded and followed 
by sanctity," i.e., the first and last days of the Festival, the 
performance of labor should be prohibited? 


The Gemara questions this conclusion: The six days of Creation, 
i.e, the days of the week, shall prove this, since they are preceded 
and followed by the sanctity of Shabbat, and yet the performance 
of labor on them is permitted. The Gemara rejects this difficulty: 
What of the fact that the six days of Creation are regular weekdays 
on which there is no additional offering; can you say the same 
with regard to the intermediate Festival days, on which there 
is an additional offering, bestowing these days with a measure 
of sanctity? The Gemara counters this: The New Moon shall 
prove this, since it has an additional offering, and the perfor- 
mance of labor is nevertheless permitted on it. The Gemara 
refutes this argument: What of the fact that the New Moon is 
not called “a holy convocation”; can you say the same with 
regard to the intermediate Festival days, which are called “a holy 
convocation”?" Since they are called “a holy convocation” it is 
logical that the performance of labor should be prohibited on 
them. 
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Itis taught in another baraita concerning the same topic: With 
regard to the first day of Passover and Sukkot, the verse states: 
“You shall do no kind of laborious work” (Leviticus 23:35), 
followed by “seven days, you shall bring an offering made by 
fire to the Lord,” which teaches that the performance of labor 
is prohibited during the intermediate Festival days; this is 
the statement of Rabbi Yosei the Galilean. Rabbi Akiva says: 
This is not necessary, since it is stated earlier in that chapter: 
“These are the appointed Festivals of the Lord, holy convo- 


cations, which you shall proclaim in their appointed season” 


(Leviticus 23:4). With regard to what is the verse speaking? 
If it is referring to the first day of the Festival, it has already 
explicitly stated “a solemn rest” (Leviticus 23:39) with regard 
to that day; ifit is referring to the seventh, it has already stated 
“a solemn rest” (Leviticus 23:39) with regard to that day as well. 
Therefore, the verse can be speaking only of the intermediate 
Festival days, teaching you that the performance of labor is 
prohibited on them. 


It is taught in another baraita: The verse states: “Six days you 

shall eat unleavened bread, and on the seventh day" there 

shall be a solemn assembly for the Lord your God; on it, you 

shall do no work” (Deuteronomy 16:8). If so, just as the sev- 
enth day of the Festival is precluded from the performance of 
labor, so are the six intermediate Festival days precluded, since 

the word “and” in the phrase “and on the seventh day” connects 

it to the previous days. If so, perhaps: Just as the seventh day 
is precluded from the performance of all labor, so too the six 

intermediate days are precluded from the performance of all 

labor, even those whose performance prevents irretrievable 

loss. 


The verse therefore states: “And on the seventh day there shall 
bea solemn assembly,’ literally, pause. This indicates that the 
seventh day alone is precluded from the performance of all 
labor, but the other six days are not precluded from the per- 
formance of all labor but only from certain forms of work. 
Since the Bible does not specify which types of work are pro- 
hibited, the verse has therefore entrusted the matter to the 
Sages exclusively, to tell you on which day work is prohibited 
and on which day it is permitted, and similarly which labor is 
prohibited and which labor is permitted. 


§ The mishna taught: All were permitted to eulogize and fast 
on the days of slaughter, in order not to uphold the opinion of 
the Sadducees, who would say: Shavuot must always occur 
after Shabbat. The Gemara raises a difficulty: But wasn’t it 
stated: An incident occurred when Alexa! died in Lod,’ and 
all of Israel gathered to eulogize him, but Rabbi Tarfon 
would not allow them do so because it was the Festival day 
of Shavuot? 


The Gemara analyzes this passage: Can it enter your mind to 
say that it was a Festival day? If it had been a Festival day, 
would they have come? Certainly they would not have assem- 
bled to eulogize someone on the Festival itself. Rather, say that 
they were prohibited to eulogize because it was the Festival 
day of slaughter.” The Gemara answers: This is not difficult, 
since here, the incident in Lod, is referring to a Festival that 
occurs after Shabbat, whose day of slaughter does not fall 
on a Sunday. The day of slaughter retains a measure of the 
sanctity of Shavuot through the offering of Festival offerings 
and should therefore be treated as a Festival. There, however, 
the mishna is referring to a Festival that occurs on Shabbat. 
Since in that case the day of slaughter occurs on a Sunday, it 
cannot be observed as a Festival, in order to counter the view 
of the Sadducees. 


NOTES 


And on the seventh day - waw Divan: This exposition is 
apparently based on two well-known principles of halakhic 
midrash: The word “and” links the seventh day to the days 
preceding it. This teaches that the law that is applicable to the 
sixth day of the Festival applies to the seventh as well. However, 
the word “the” in “the seventh day” indicates that they cannot 
be compared: It refers to the seventh day specifically, and no 
other. Since there are two expositions that appear to contradict 
one another, a middle ground must be found. In other words, 
the intermediate Festival days should be somewhat similar, 
but not entirely identical, to the actual Festival days. Since the 
nature of this difference is not specified by the Torah, the Sages 
of each generation have the power to determine the precise 
laws pertaining to days that are neither Festival days nor proper 
weekdays (see Turei Aven). 


It was the Festival day of slaughter - my may opw: This 
appears to imply that Rabbi Tarfon rules in accordance with Beit 
Shammai, since Beit Hillel maintain that a day of slaughter is 
held only when Shavuot occurs on a Shabbat. The Rid explains 
that even according to Beit Hillel, a day of slaughter would be 
held after Shavuot no matter the day of the week, as it was not 
physically possible for all the Festival offerings to be sacrificed 
ona single day. The only exception would be when Shavuot 
occurs on a Friday. Others claim that this law does not refer 
exclusively to the festival of Shavuot, but rather, as explained 
in the Jerusalem Talmud, it refers to a general halakha that 
the day after a Festival, called /sru Hag, must be observed in a 
festive manner, without eulogies or fasting (see Siah Yitzhak). 


LANGUAGE 


Alexa - xD: From the Greek name Ade&w’, Alekso, probably 
short for Alexander. 


BACKGROUND 


Lod - “ib: Lod was one of the oldest towns in Judea. It grew 
significantly toward the end of the Second Temple period and 
served as an important cultural center for many generations 
after the destruction of the Temple. Some of the greatest 
tanna’‘im lived there; among them were Rabbi Eliezer ben 
Hyrcanus, also known as Rabbi Eliezer the Great, Rabbi Tarfon, 
and others. Several important ordinances were instituted in 
the upper chamber of the house of Nit’za in Lod. After the bar 
Kokheva revolt, the town remained an important Torah center, 
especially for the scholars of southern Israel. Among the great 
amora'im who lived there were Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi, Rabbi 
Simlai, Rabbi Yitzhak bar Nahmani, Rabbi Shimon ben Pazi, his 
son Rabbi Yehuda, and Rabbi Aha. 


Location of Lod 
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After discussing many issues unrelated to the main topic of the 
tractate, the Gemara now begins to discuss the topic of ritual 
purity and will do so for the remainder of the tractate. These 
halakhot are relevant to the pilgrimage Festivals, as all are obli- 
gated to purify themselves in order to enter the Temple and 
sacrifice offerings. 


sey pand op) phoi nD MI S H N A One must wash his hands" by pouring a 


nen praon- wtp nmh 


quarter-log ofwater over them before eating 


non-sacred food, and for tithes and for teruma;"* but for eating 
sacrificial food one must immerse one’s hands in purification 


waters, such as those ofa ritual bath." And with regard to one who 
wishes to touch the purification waters of the red heifer used for 
sprinkling, concerning which the Sages ordained further measures 
of sanctity, if one’s hands were rendered impure even by rabbinical 
ritual impurity, which usually only renders the hands impure, his 
entire body is rendered impure, and he must immerse himself in 


a ritual bath." 


NOTES 


One must wash his hands, etc. - 13) oy prvi: The early and 
later authorities disagree about the exact case discussed in this 
mishna. Some say that this mishna is referring to the regular 
washing of hands performed by one who is uncertain that 
his hands are impure. He is required to wash them due to the 
assumption that: Hands tend to be busy, i.e., they are liable to 
have been rendered impure unless particular care was taken. 
Alternatively, the mishna might be dealing with hands that have 
definitely been rendered impure by something that contami- 
nates them with rabbinic, second-degree ritual impurity. 


Washing hands for non-sacred food — pond oy nyo: The 


Washing hands for non-sacred food — pond oy nyo: One 
who wishes to eat bread, whose blessing is: Who brings forth 
[hamotzi] bread from the earth, must first wash his hands and 
recite the blessing: Who has commanded us about washing the 
hands, even if to his knowledge, his hands have not touched 
any sort of ritual impurity (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 158:1). 


Washing hands for teruma — anand oy nyo: Anyone who 
eats teruma, including fruit, must wash his hands, even if they 
are ritually pure (Rambam Sefer Zera'im, Hilkhot Terumot 11:7). 


Immersing hands for sacrificial food — WTP oy nyoa: If 
even a single hand of an individual is impure with the type of 


Teruma - mann: The Torah commands that the first fruit of one’s 
grain, wine, and oil be given to a priest (Deuteronomy 18:4; Num- 
bers 18:12). The Sages extended the scope of this mitzva to include 
all produce. This mitzva applies only in Eretz Yisrael. After one 
sets aside the first fruits, a certain portion of the produce must 
be set aside for priests. The Torah does not specify the amount 
of teruma that must be set aside; theoretically, one may fulfill 
his obligation by giving even a single kernel of grain from an 
entire crop. The Sages established a measure: One-fortieth for a 
generous gift, one-fiftieth for an average gift, and one-sixtieth for 
a miserly gift. One should not set aside the other tithes until he 
has set aside teruma. Whenever the term teruma appears without 
qualification, it refers to this offering, teruma gedola, also called 
the great teruma. 


HALAKHA 


BACKGROUND 


requirement to wash one's hands before eating non-sacred 
produce is a special ordinance that is essentially unrelated to 
he ritual purity of the food in question. According to Torah law, 
here is no obligation to be pure when partaking of non-sacred 
ood, and one may eat such foods while his body is impure. Nev- 
ertheless, one is required to wash his hands before eating bread, 
even if he is certainly impure. The ordinance of washing hands 
for non-sacred produce was established due to the ancillary 
o teruma: The Sages decreed that the hands must be washed 
before eating bread so that people would remember to maintain 
hemselves in a state of ritual purity when touching teruma and 
certainly when eating it. 


ritual impurity that affects only the hands, it renders the other 
hand impure upon contact, so that they both require immer- 
sion for sacrificial food (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Avot 
HaTumot 8:7). 


Purification for the purification waters — neem mv: One 
whose hands are rendered impure with a ritual impurity that 
affects only the hands must undergo a full immersion before 
touching the purification waters. Although the rest of his body 
is ritually pure with regard to sacrificial food and he is required 
only to immerse his hands for them, for the purposes of the red 
heifer, his entire body is considered impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Para Aduma 13:4). 


Teruma is considered sacred and may be eaten only by a priest 
and his household while they are in a state of ritual purity (see 
Leviticus 22:9-15). To highlight that state of ritual purity, the Sages 
obligated the priests to wash their hands before partaking of it. 
This is the source for the practice of washing the hands before 
partaking of bread today. 

A ritually impure priest or a non-priest who eats teruma is 
subject to the penalty of death at the hand of Heaven. If teruma 
contracts ritual impurity, it may no longer be eaten and must 
be burned. Nevertheless, it remains the property of the priest, 
and he may benefit from its burning. Nowadays, teruma is not 
given to the priests because they have no definite proof of their 
priestly lineage. Nevertheless, the obligation to separate teruma 
still remains, but only a small portion of the produce is separated. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


nox pany pint - phan Sav 
sey pina - wad bay aww 
pint -manny Say anni x 
- wind bay wry TDK manny 
bay ee voy wip) pim 
-pimin hy bay bab n- ant 

bay xb soca 


PUND yin yI oy "pa 
Patera baix Dita pons na 
wip pita mann six a 

een oyn wip a 


pase TON m er ae? 
appi wtp? brn innaya TAN 
Sp wtp mite by bois aya eat 

“Pree? oym IANA MNT VD? 


The mishna continues to list additional differences between various 

levels of ritual purity: If one immersed for the purpose of eating 
non-sacred food, he assumes a presumptive status of ritual purity 
for non-sacred food," and it is prohibited for him to eat tithes, as 

he did not purify himself with the intention of eating tithes. If one 

immersed to eat tithes, he assumes a presumptive status for tithes, 
but he is prohibited from eating teruma. If one immersed for 
teruma, he assumes a presumptive status for teruma, but he is 

prohibited from eating sacrificial food. If he immersed for sacri- 
ficial food, he assumes a presumptive status for sacrificial food, 
but he is prohibited from coming in contact with the purification 

waters. The principle is as follows: One who immersed to eat a food 

in a stringent category is permitted to eat a food in a lenient 
one. Another principle: One who immersed without the intention 

to assume a presumptive status of ritual purity, i.e., one who 

immersed but did not intend to purify himself, it is as though he 

has not immersed at all." 


The mishna continues: The garments of an am ha‘aretz," one who 
is not careful with regard to the laws of ritual purity, are considered 
impure with the ritual impurity imparted by the treading of a zav. 
That is considered a primary level of impurity for individuals who 
are scrupulous with regard to impurity | perushin]. The garments 
of perushin are considered impure by the treading of a zav for 
priests who eat teruma; the garments of those who eat teruma" are 
considered impure by the treading of a zav for those who 
eat sacrificial food; and likewise the garments of those who eat 
sacrificial food" are considered impure by the treading of a zav for 
those dealing with the preparation of the purification waters. 


The mishna relates: Yosef ben Yo'ezer’ was the most pious member 
of the priesthood and was extremely careful to eat teruma in a state 
of ritual purity, and yet his cloth was considered impure by the 
treading of a zav for those who ate sacrificial food. Yohanan ben 
Gudgeda would eat non-sacred food while following the laws of 
ritual purity for sacrificial food all his days, and nevertheless his 
cloth was considered impure by the treading of a zav for those 
preparing the purification waters. 


HALAKHA 


Levels of immersion - nywa nibyn: The Sages instituted levels 
of immersion: Anyone who immersed without intention is pure 
only with regard to non-sacred food, but he may not partake of 
the second tithe until he immerses with that particular level of 
purification in mind. If he immersed for the second tithe, it is still 
prohibited for him to eat teruma. Similarly, one who immerses for 
teruma remains impure for sacrificial food; even if he immerses 
for the latter, he is not presumed to be ritually pure for the waters 
of the red heifer. 

However, one who immerses for the purification waters of the 
red heifer is considered ritually pure with regard to everything, as 
immersing for the sake of something stringent establishes one’s 
status for a more lenient matter, but not vice versa. Likewise, one 
who purifies his hands must intend to do so only for the sake 
of tithes and all higher levels of ritual purity. All these levels are 
rabbinic, since according to Torah law any immersion renders 
one pure for all purposes (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Avot 
HaTumot 13:2). 


referred to as Yosef in the Gemara here, was the first of the pairs 
of teachers who formed the spiritual leadership of the Jewish 
people at the outset of the period of the tanna‘im. He was a 
student of Antigonus of Sokho. During that period, Sages were 
not granted honorary titles but were known by first name alone. 
Based on the accounts of the Talmud, Yosei ben Yo'ezer lived in 
an era when Hellenists controlled Jerusalem. He was executed, 
probably by his sister’s son, the wicked priest Alkimos, and died 


PERSONALITIES 
Yosei ben Yo'ezer — wir 1a *pit: Yosei ben Yo'ezer of Tzereida, 


The garments of an am ha‘aretz — YI BY 933: An am ha'aretz, 
even one who observes Torah and mitzvot, is considered | impure. 
Furthermore, his clothes render items impure like the tread- 
ing of a zav (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 10:1). 


The garments of those who eat teruma - mana ain 32: 
Although individuals who eat teruma are pure and are careful not 
to become impure, with regard to sacrificial food their clothes are 
nevertheless considered ritually impure by the treading of a zav 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Avot HaTumot 12:4). 


The garments of those who eat sacrificial food — wtip "aa: Any 
vessel or object that is susceptible to ritual impurity imparted by 
one who reclines or sits upon it, although it is ritually pure with 
regard to sacrificial food, it is nevertheless considered as if it had 
been tread upon by a zav with regard to the waters of the red 
heifer. It is purified for this purpose only when immersed with the 
latter in mind (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 13:2). 


a martyr's death. Together with his colleague Yosei ben Yohanan, 
Yosei ben Yo'ezer decreed that lands outside Israel and glass 
vessels be considered impure. Conversely, testimony is provided 
in tractate Eduyyot with regard to his lenient rulings with regard 
to several halakhot, to such an extent that he was called Yosei 
the Lenient. The Sages of the Mishna discussed his teachings at 
length (see Pesahim, chapter 1), and said that his death brought 
an end to the eshkolot, clusters, the scholars with expertise in all 
areas of the Torah. 


NOTES 

Immersion for non-sacred food - ^3) pany nyau: The 

nature of this immersion is also the subject of dispute. 
Some authorities maintain that it is the full immersion of 
one’s entire body, while others claim that this statement 
continues the earlier statement pertaining to washing 

the hands. Immersing the hands would consequently be 

similar to washing them, except that immersing is per- 
formed with the waters of a ritual bath (see Turei Aven). 
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G E M ARA Before discussing the details of the halakhot 


listed in the mishna, the Gemara poses a 
basic question: Do non-sacred foods and tithes indeed require 
washing the hands? 


The Gemara raises a contradiction to the mishna, from the follow- 
ing mishna in tractate Bikkurim (2:1): With regard to teruma" and 
first fruits,” one is liable to the death penalty for them, e.g. if a 
non-priest ate them intentionally; if he did so unintentionally, he 
must restore the amount he ate with the addition ofa fifth; and they 
are prohibited to non-priests;" and they are the property of the 
priest." Consequently, a priest can purchase anything he wishes 
with them, or betroth a woman with them. And if they fell into 
non-sacred produce and became mixed with it, they are nullified 
only in a mixture that contains one hundred and one" times their 
amount; and they require washing of the hands and the setting 
of the sun" before they can be eaten, i.e., an impure priest who has 
immersed at the proper time must still wait for the sun to set before 
he is fit to eat them. These laws apply to teruma and first fruits, but 
not to tithes." The mishna adds: And all the more so do they not 
apply to non-sacred food. 


HALAKHA 


Teruma for non-priests — od mana: One who is not a 

priest may not eat teruma, even if he resides with a priest or is 

employed by one. If a non-priest ate teruma intentionally, he 

receives lashes. If he was not punished by the court, he is liable 

to death at the hand of Heaven. If he ate teruma unintention- 
ally he must pay its value plus one-fifth (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, 
Hilkhot Terumot 6:5-6). 


First fruits for non-priests — ot) wna: Non-priests may 
not eat first fruits. One who did so after the first fruits entered 
the walls of Jerusalem is liable to death at the hand of Heaven 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 4:15; 3:1). 


The property of a priest — }13 +933: First fruits and teruma 
are the property of the priest. He may sell them to priests or 
use them in any manner that does not debase or waste them 
(Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 4:14). 


They are nullified only in a mixture that contains one 
hundred and one — Atti INK poi: Teruma that fell into 
non-sacred produce is nullified if the non-sacred produce is 
at least one-hundred times its quantity (Rambam Sefer Zera’im, 
Hilkhot Terumot 13:1). 


First fruits - w23: The first fruits of the new harvest were 
given to the priests (see Deuteronomy, chapter 26). When the 
Temple stood, a farmer would select the first fruits of the seven 
types of fruit with which Eretz Yisrael is especially favored (Deu- 
teronomy 8:8). According to rabbinic decree, one is required 
to give at least one-sixtieth of his harvest for this purpose. He 
would bring the fruits to the Temple in a basket, place them 


Prohibited to non-priests — oy VN: The Rid is puzzled 
by this statement, as the mishna has already stated that one 
who eats teruma is liable to the death penalty. Why, then, is 
it necessary to say that teruma is prohibited to non-priests? 
He explains that the phrase: Liable to the death penalty, adds 
hat even a priest who partakes of teruma in a state of ritual 
impurity is liable to the death penalty. This differs from the 
halakha with regard to tithes, where one who eats them is not 
iable to the death penalty, even according to the view that 
hey must be eaten in a state of ritual purity. Others explain 
he phrase: Prohibited to non-priests, as follows: Not only is it 
prohibited for one to consume teruma, but no benefit may be 
derived from it in the process of destroying it (Rabbeinu Tam; 
eiri; Rabbi Shimshon of Saens). Alternatively: Prohibited to 


BACKGROUND 


NOTES 


Like teruma, first fruits are also nullified if the non-sacred 
produce is at least one-hundred times its quantity. However, if 
first fruits are mixed with non-sacred produce of the same type 
in Jerusalem, the mixture cannot be nullified at all because 
it falls under the category of an object whose prohibition is 
temporary (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im, Hilkhot Bikkurim 4:15). 


The setting of the sun - ww awit: Ritually impure individ- 
uals may not partake of teruma until they have immersed 
and the sun has set on the day of their purification. This is 
because a tevul yom, an individual who has immersed and is 
waiting for the sun to set before he is fully purified, is prohib- 
ited from teruma and first fruits (Rambam Sefer Zera‘im Hilkhot 
Terumot 7:2). 


Tithes — Ww: Non-priests may eat the second tithe, as long 
as they are not in a state of ritual impurity. One who eats sec- 
ond tithe in a state of impurity receives lashes, in accordance 
with the opinion of the Sages. However, a tevul yom, who 
has immersed and is waiting for the sun to set before he is 
fully purified, may partake of the second tithe (Rambam Sefer 
Zera‘im Hilkhot Ma‘aser Sheni 31, 4). 


before the altar, and recite prayers of thanks to God. Afterward, 
the fruits were given to the priests and eaten under the same 
provisions that govern teruma. The first fruits were brought to 
the Temple between the festivals of Shavuot and Sukkot. If they 
were not brought within this period, an extension was granted 
until Hanukkah. An entire tractate of the Mishna, Bikkurim, is 
devoted to the laws and practices governing this mitzva. 


non-priests, indicates that it is prohibited to eat even less than 
the amount for which one is obligated to bring a sin-offering 
(Arukh; Tosafot on Yevamot 73a; see Meiri). 


Second tithe — W Twa: There are several disputes between 
tanna’im with regard to the status and sanctity of the sec- 
ond tithe. The biblical verses merely describe the obligation 
to separate this tithe and eat it in Jerusalem (Deuteronomy 
12:17-20). Some tanna’im are of the opinion that the second 
tithe is considered property of the Most High, which means 
that its owner is granted permission to eat it, in a similar man- 
ner to offerings, but it is not considered his property in any 
other regard. Some authorities maintain that it is sacred and 
must therefore be consumed in a state of ritual purity, unlike 
non-sacred produce. 
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This is difficult: The halakha of tithes stated in Bikkurim seems to 
contradict the halakha of tithes taught in the mishna here, which 
states that the hands must be washed before tithes are eaten. Addi- 
tionally, it is difficult with regard to the halakha of non-sacred 
food, as it contradicts the halakha applicable to non-sacred food 
stated in the mishna here. 


The Gemara comments: Granted, one of the laws with regard to 
tithes, as opposed to the other law with regard to tithes, is not 
difficult, since the contradiction can be resolved as follows: This 
case, the mishna in Bikkurim, is in accordance with Rabbi Meir, 
while that case, the mishna here, follows the Rabbis. 


As we learned in a mishna (Para 11:5): Anything that requires 
immersion in water" by rabbinic law renders sacrificial 
food impure. If it touches a consecrated item, the latter is itself 
rendered impure with a second-degree ritual impurity. It also 
renders impure any other consecrated object that comes into 
contact with it with a third-degree ritual impurity and invalidates 
teruma, meaning that it renders the teruma itself impure, but not 
to the extent that the teruma can render other teruma impure. And 
anything that requires immersion in water by rabbinic law is per- 
mitted for non-sacred produce and for tithes, meaning that it 
does not render these items impure, as something impure to such 
alow degree does not invalidate even non-sacred food. This is the 
statement of Rabbi Meir. But the Rabbis prohibit this in the case 
of tithes, meaning that they are invalidated. This source demon- 
strates that according to the Rabbis, the halakha that applies to 
tithes differs from that of non-sacred produce, which explains why 
one must wash his hands for tithes. However, the law with regard 


to non-sacred food as opposed to the other law of non-sacred 
food is still difficult. 


The Gemara responds: It is not difficult. Here the mishna is refer- 
ring to eating, before which one must wash his hands. There the 
mishna in Bikkurim deals with touching alone, for which prior 
washing of the hands is not necessary. 


Rav Shimi bar Ashi strongly objects to this: The Rabbis disagree 
with Rabbi Meir only with regard to eating tithes, but with 
regard to touching tithes and eating non-sacred food they do 
not disagree with him. Therefore, the Gemara’s resolution of the 
difficulty with regard to non-sacred food is not acceptable. Rather, 
the previous explanation is to be rejected in favor of the following: 
Both this mishna and that mishna are referring to eating, and it 
is not difficult: Here the mishna is dealing with eating bread, 
which requires washing one’s hands, whereas there, in Bikkurim, 
the mishna is referring to eating non-sacred fruit, for which one 
need not wash his hands, for Rav Nahman said: Anyone who 
washes his hands for fruit is of the haughty of spirit because he 
shows himself to be more particular than required by the Sages." 


§ The Sages taught: One who washes his hands, if he intended 
to purify them, his hands are pure; if he did not intend" to do 
so, his hands are impure." Similarly, in the case of one who 
immerses his hands in forty se‘a of water, if he intended to purify 
them, his hands are pure; if he did not so intend, his hands are 
impure. The Gemara raises a difficulty: But isn’t it taught in a 
baraita that his hands are pure whether he did or did not intend 
to purify them? Rav Nahman said: This is not difficult, as there, 
the second baraita is referring to non-sacred food, for which one 
need not have the intention to purify his hands; 


Intention when washing the hands - 0° nba mma: The 
Rashba's view is that intention is indeed required when wash- 
ing one’s hands before eating bread, and that washing without 
intention is not considered washing at all. However, according to 


NOTES 
this opinion, it is unclear why Rav Nahman did not differentiate 
between touching and eating. The Siah Yitzhak answers that 
Rav Nahman preferred to provide a simple and straightforward 
response. 


HALAKHA 

Things that require immersion in water - nxa pyu 
aa: Certain objects require immersion by rabbinic decree, 
including hands, which are generally considered to have 
second-degree ritual impurity. Since second-degree of 
impurity does not render non-sacred produce impure to 
the third degree, such an individual may touch non-sacred 
foods. However, he invalidates teruma and renders sac- 
rificial food impure with contact (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 16:8). 


Washing hands for fruit — niva oy nyo: One who 
washes his hands for fruit that is not wet is considered 
haughty of spirit, as stated by Rav Nahman (Shulhan Arukh 
HaRav). This applies only if he does so in order to fulfill a 
mitzva, but he may wash them for purposes of cleanliness 
(Rema). Some say that roasted meat with gravy is similar 
to fruit in this regard, as well as cooked grains that are dry 
when eaten (Shulhan Arukh, Orah Hayyim 158:5). 


Intention with regard to washing hands - nbd mms 
DP: At the outset, one who washes his hands must intend 
to make them fit for eating. The relevant intention is that 
of the one who pours the water over the hands, not one 
whose hands are being washed by another (Rema). If the 
pourer did not have intention at all, it appears that washing 
must be repeated. According to the Rashba, his hands are 
pure with regard to touching non-sacred food but not for 
the purpose of eating it (Magen Avraham; Shulhan Arukh, 
Orah Hayyim 159713). 
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Perek II 
Daf19 Amuda 


HALAKHA 


A wave...became detached — vonw ba: If a wave containing 
forty se'a became detached from the sea and fell on an individual 
or on vessels, they are ritually pure for the purpose of non-sacred 
produce, as one who immerses himself for non-sacred produce is 
not required to have intention. If one was sitting and watching for 
a wave to fall, the immersion is effective for whatever purpose he 
intended (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 9:17). 


—————————___ LANGUAGE 
Flow [hardalit] - mynn: The geonim have a version in which this 
is hardalit, spelled with a heh, not a het, and they explain that this 
word is a compound of har dala, meaning something that flows 
down a mountain. Others claim that the word is related to one of 
the meanings of hared, meaning quick, and consequently refers 
to a quick flow. Yet others maintain that it is derived from the 
Greek xapáðpa, kharadra, meaning a flow of water descending 
from a mountain. 


BACKGROUND 
Edges and arcs of a wave — pD PONI: 


Structure of a wave 


306 


HAGIGA : PEREK II: 19A ` 99T PD 


KIPA NID WYD - > 
Sy gant ama aya ed pna 
San AND Dyas im whnaw 
piw- Dhan by ox tby 
TA DET NYIT OTS "INP 
DIN JN - Ma NPT OD 

ea x7 


may awa KAYT PKAN 
oby, pey ban vom TDN 
327 OTN TN DIKT KDT 

amb pan wba. aK — IND 


NA TAYA IWA KIPA 93) 
PK 


TY KIAN JYI KYD 
moana ‘Gaya TX hl 
pwr shag ma ne ows bv 
N77 1? YEW NP POD WS 

pw 


whereas here, the first baraita is referring to tithes, for which inten- 
tion to purify oneselfis required. And from where do you say this, 
that non-sacred food" does not require the intention" that one 
is purifying himself for the sake of eating it? As we learned in a 
mishna (Mikvaot 5:6): If a wave containing forty se'a of water 
became detached™ from the sea and fell on a person or on vessels, 
they are ritually pure. The mishna teaches that a person is similar 
to vessels: Just as vessels do not intend to be purified, as they 
obviously harbor no intentions, so too, the case of a person is 
referring to a situation in which he does not intend to purify 
himself, thereby implying that people can be ritually purified even 
without intention. 


The Gemara rejects this proof: And from where is it clear that this 
is the meaning of the mishna? Perhaps we are dealing with one 
who is sitting and awaiting for when a wave will detach and fall 
on the vessels, and the implication is the opposite: Vessels are 
similar to a person: Just as a person is capable of intention to 
ritually purify himself, so too the case of the vessels mentioned in 
the mishna is referring to a situation where one intends on their 


behalf that they be purified. 


And if you would say that the mishna is indeed is referring to one 
who is sitting and awaiting, what is the purpose of stating this?" 
Such a halakha would not appear to offer a novelty; why would it 
be necessary to state it? 


The Gemara responds: It nevertheless provides a novel teaching, 
as it might enter your mind to say that it should be decreed that 
a detached wave does not affect purification, lest one come to 
immerse in a flow! of rainwater whose volume is forty se‘a. In other 
words, one might think that immersion in a flood of rainwater 
effects purification, whereas the halakha is that rainwater purifies 
only if it is gathered in one location. Alternatively, you might 
think that it should be decreed that purification by means of 
the edges of the waves that comes in contact with the ground 
should be ineffective due to the upper arcs of the waves.” The 
mishna therefore teaches us that we do not so decree. 


NOTES 


And from where do you say that non-sacred food — 2101 
^3) pana xN: This question is difficult, since the baraita 
explicitly states that one fulfills the duty of washing his hands 
whether or not he had the proper intention. One explanation 
is that since washing hands is a mitzva by rabbinic law, it is 
possible that in certain cases one can ritually purify himself 
without intention. The question in this case is referring to 
immersion of the entire body, or to purification whose obli- 
gation is by Torah law (Turei Aven; see Tosafot on Hullin). 


Non-sacred food does not require intention — xb pon 
mana sya: The early authorities point out that the issue of 
intention during immersion is unrelated to the broader ques- 
ion of whether or not mitzvot require intention (Ran, citing 
Ramban). Here, intention does not relate to the fulfillment 
of the mitzva of immersing but to one’s desire to ritually 
purify himself through this immersion. It is similar to the basic 
evel of intention to fulfill a mitzva, which consists merely of 
awareness of the act being performed, e.g., one who hears 
a shofar must know it is a shofar. 


Awave...became detached — whnaw bx The Meiri explains 
that although the wave is connected to the sea, and con- 
nection to the sea renders water as eligible to serve as a 
ritual bath, it is necessary for the wave to consist of at least 
forty se'a of water because the water one immerses in must 


suffice to cover one’s entire body. Even if the individual who 
is immersing is short, the waters of the wave will not cover 
his entire body if they measure less than this amount, as 
they spread out. 

Others imply that the Gemara is referring to a wave that 
has become entirely removed from its place, so that it is no 
longer attached to the sea at all (osafot; Siah Yitzhak). 


To one who is sitting and awaiting, what is the purpose 
of stating this - xvod a maya Awa: Early and later 
authorities ask the fo lowing question: This seems to be a 
highly novel teaching, since there is a dispute in a mishna 
as to whether sea waters purify like the waters of a spring, 
and are therefore valid even when flowing, or whether they 
have the status of a ritual bath and have the power to purify 
only when gathered together in one spot, like a pond. If 
his mishna teaches that one may ritually purify himself in 
a moving wave, this would prove that sea water is like a 
spring. Some authorities say that this source indicates that 
he wave is not considered similar to flowing water but to a 
pond, because at the moment the wave falls on a person it is 
gathered in one spot (see Ra'avad and Yad David). The Meiri 
offers an alternative reason, explaining why waves are not 
considered flowing water: Since sea water is always moving, 
the movement of a wave is not considered to be a flow, and 
it is equivalent to a ritual bath. 
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And from where do you say that one may not immerse in the 
arcs? As it is taught in a baraita: One may immerse in the edges" 
of waves, but one may not immerse in their arcs, because one 
may not immerse in air. The area under the arc of a wave is con- 
sidered mere air, despite the fact that the individual is surrounded 
by water on all sides. 


Rather, the proof that the purification with regard to non-sacred 
produce does not require intention is from that which we learned 
in a mishna (Makhshirin 4:7): In the verse that is referring to the 
preconditions required for fruit and seeds to be susceptible to 
ritual impurity, it is stated: “If water be put on seeds, and any of 
their carcasses fall there, it shall be impure to you” (Leviticus 
11:38). If fruit fell into a water channel, and one whose hands 
were ritually impure extended his hands and lifted them up with 
the goal of removing them from the water channel, his hands are 
ritually pure, as he has purified them by inserting them into the 
water channel, and these fruits are not included in the category 
of “if water be put on seeds” The verse is referring only to fruit 
that has intentionally been brought into contact with water. Since 
the fruit in this case was not intentionally made wet, it cannot as 
yet contract impurity. 


And if he put his hands into the water channel in order to wash 
his hands, his hands are ritually pure, and the fruit is included 
in the category of “if water be put on seeds.”" Since he intended 
to wet his hands, the contact of the fruit with this water renders 
them susceptible to ritual impurity. In any case, the mishna teaches 
that his hands are ritually pure in either situation, indicating that 
no special intention is required for purification. 


Rabba raised an objection to Rav Nahman from the mishna here: 
One who immersed for the purpose of eating non-sacred food 
and assumes a presumptive status of ritual purity fornon-sacred 
food is still prohibited from eating tithes. The Gemara infers: If 
one immersed with the intention of assuming a presumptive 
status of ritual purity for non-sacred food, yes, he assumes that 
status; ifhe did not immerse with the intention of assuming that 
presumptive status, no, he does not assume that status. This 
proves that even for the sake of non-sacred produce, one must 
intend to assume the appropriate status of ritual purity. 


Rav Nahman refutes this proof: This is what the mishna is saying: 
Even though he assumes a presumptive status of ritual purity 
for non-sacred produce, he is prohibited from eating tithes. In 
other words, the mishna does not teach that intention is required 
for eating non-sacred food in a state of ritual purity. Rather, it 
teaches that even if one intended to purify himself for non-sacred 
food, he is not purified with regard to tithes. 


He, Rabba, raised an objection to him from another teaching of 
our mishna: With regard to one who immersed without intending 
to assume a presumptive status of ritual purity, it is as ifhe has 
not immersed. What, is it not teaching that it is as if he had not 
immersed at all? 


Rav Nahman rejected this proof as well: No, it means that it is as 
if he has not immersed for tithes, but he is considered to have 
immersed for non-sacred produce, for which no intention is 
necessary. The Gemara comments: He, i.e., Rabba, thought that 
Rav Nahman was merely refuting his proof by saying that the 
wording of the mishna does not conclusively prove his case, but 
he did not actually think that the mishna should be understood 
differently. However, he subsequently went and examined the 
sources and found that a baraita was explicitly taught in accor- 
dance with the opinion of Rav Nahman: One who immersed and 
did not intend to assume a presumptive status" of ritual purity is 
prohibited from eating tithes, but is permitted to eat non-sacred 
produce, even if he eats non-sacred produce only when ritually 
pure. 


HALAKHA 
One may immerse in the edges, etc. - pwxta papa 
"131: If the two edges of a wave are touching the ground, 
one may immerse in it, but one may not immerse in the 
arc of a wave, as its legal status is that of air (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 9:18). 


Fruit that fell — bow niva: If fruit fell into water, and 
one inserted his hands and removed the fruit, the fruit is 
not susceptible to contracting ritual impurity. But if one 
also intended to wash his hands, the water on his hands 
renders the fruit susceptible to impurity (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 12:10). 


One who immersed and did not intend to assume a 
presumptive status — init xn bap: One who immersed 
without intending to assume a presumptive status of ritual 
purity is considered ritually pure only with regard to non- 
sacred food. With regard to other items, it is as if he had 
never immersed (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 
1:8; See 11:12). 


BACKGROUND 


In the category of “if water be put on seeds” — jm 13°”: 
In order for agricultural produce to become susceptible to 
contracting ritual impurity, it must be detached from the 
earth and then come into contact with water or certain 
other liquids. The particular formulation employed in the 
verse implies that the owner of the produce must approve 
of the fact that the produce became wet. If the owner is not 
pleased, the produce is not susceptible to ritual impurity. 
The Talmud contains numerous discussions about specific 
instances in which there is uncertainty whether or not 
the conditions that create susceptibility to ritual impurity 
have been fulfilled. 
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NOTES 


If one immersed and ascended, he may assume a 
presumptive status — iny prirna my) bap: The com- 
mentaries discuss the reasoning behind this halakha: How 
can one intend to assume a presumptive status of ritual 
purity for whatever he wishes? Tosafot claim that one 
can intend to assume a presumptive status of purity only 
while he is still wet; as long as one is not yet dry, it is as if 
his immersion were ongoing. 

The Meiri, however, claims that one can intend to 
assume a presumptive status of purity even after his 
body is dry. It appears that his opinion is similar to that 
of the Turei Aven, who maintains that this halakha follows 
the principle of retroactive designation [bereira], mean- 
ing that intention can be established retroactively. Later 
authorities point out that Rabbi Eliezer’s statement is in 
accordance with the opinion in the Kesef Mishne, whereby 
the purification of a ritual bath does not occur while one 
is still in the water but only upon his ascent (see Zekher 
LaHagiga and Shalmei Hagiga). 


This dispute pertains to higher standards of ritual 
purity established by the Sages - 311 nibyna pina: 
In the Jerusalem Talmud, a similar opinion is attributed to 
Reish Lakish, whereby only one whose immersion is for 
impurity by rabbinic law can establish his status for what- 
ever he wishes. This opinion is rejected there entirely. 


BACKGROUND 
A ritual bath that was measured — Tma% mp: At times, 
people would build ritual baths that were very small, 
which contained only the minimum measure of water. 
Once one individual immersed, the ritual bath may not 
have contained the requisite quantity of water. 


Small ritual bath excavated at Masada in the Judean Desert 
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§ With regard to assuming a presumptive status of ritual purity, 
Rabbi Flazar said: If one immersed without any particular 
intention and ascended from his immersion, he may assume a 
presumptive status" of ritual purity after his immersion for what- 
ever he wishes. In his opinion, there is no need to have a definite 
intention in mind at the actual moment of immersion. 


The Gemara raises an objection to this from the following baraita: 
In a case where one has immersed and is ascending, and one 
of his feet is still in the water, if he had originally intended to 
assume presumptive status of ritual purity for a minor matter, 
he may still intend to assume presumptive status for a major 
matter. But if he has fully ascended, he may no longer intend to 
assume a presumptive status for any other matter. 


The Gemara infers from this baraita: What, is it not teaching that 
if one has ascended he may not intend to assume a presumptive 
status of ritual purity at all, which proves that one may do so only 
ifhe is still at least partially in the water? 


The Gemara rejects this inference: No, it should be understood as 
follows: If he is still in the water, then although he previously 
intended to assume a presumptive status of ritual purity for a 
minor matter, he may now intend to assume a presumptive status 
of ritual purity for whatever purpose he wishes, since one can 
adjust his intention during his immersion. Once he has already 
ascended, if he did not intend to assume a presumptive status 
of ritual purity at all, but immersed without any intention, he may 
intend to assume a presumptive status of ritual purity for what- 
ever he wishes even after ascending from the ritual bath; but ifhe 
did intend to assume a presumptive status of ritual purity for a 
minor matter, he may not intend to assume a presumptive status 
of ritual purity for a major matter, as his intention was fixed when 
he ascended from the ritual bath. 


In relation to the above, the Gemara explains: Who is the tanna 
who taught that one whose foot is still in the water is considered 
to be still immersing himself? Rabbi Pedat said: It is the opinion 
of Rabbi Yehuda, as we learned in a mishna (Mikvaot 7:6): In the 
case of a ritual bath that was measured? and found to contain 
exactly forty se‘a of water, and then two individuals descended 
and immersed one after the other, the first one is ritually pure, 
since he immersed in a valid ritual bath, but the second is ritually 
impure. Because a small amount of water clings to the first indi- 
vidual, the ritual bath subsequently holds less than the requisite 
amount. Therefore, it does not purify the second individual." 
Rabbi Yehuda said: If the feet of the first one were still touching 
the water, so that he had not yet exited the ritual bath entirely 
while the second one immersed, the second is also ritually pure. 
This teaches that Rabbi Yehuda is of the opinion that one who still 
has a foot in the water is considered to be inside the ritual bath. 


Rav Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: This dispute 
between the Rabbis and Rabbi Yehuda pertains to higher stan- 
dards of ritual purity established by the Sages," where the obliga- 
tion to immerse is due to a rabbinical ordinance. However, when 
the purpose of the immersion is to transition from full-fledged 
ritual impurity to purity, everyone agrees that the second indi- 
vidual is impure. And this is in accordance with the statement of 
Rabbi Pedat on this topic, who asserts that only Rabbi Yehuda 
maintains that one may assume a presumptive ritually pure status 
if one of his feet is still in the ritual bath. 


Immersion in a ritual bath of minimum measure — aap 
ayay ma: In a case where two individuals immersed one 
after the other in a ritual bath that contains exactly forty se‘a, 
the immersion of the second individual is ineffective, even if the 
feet of the first one were still in contact with the water when 


HALAKHA 


the second immersed. This ruling is in accordance with the 
opinion of first tanna (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 201:62). The 
Arukh HaShulhan claims that the same halakha applies even if 
the entire body of the first individual, apart from his head, was 
still in the water. 
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There are those who say a different version of this statement: Rav 
Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: This dispute is referring only 
to one who is obligated to immerse in order to transition from ritual 
impurity to purity, but with regard to higher standards of ritual purity 
established by the Sages, everyone agrees that even the second indi- 
vidual is ritually pure if the foot of the first is still in contact with the 
water. And consequently, this opinion disagrees with the statement of 
Rabbi Pedat, since, according to this version, all agree that with regard 
to higher standards of ritual purity, the immersion continues as long as 
a single foot remains in the water. 


With regard to the discussion above, Ulla said: I asked Rabbi Yohanan: 

According to Rabbi Yehuda, what is the halakha with regard to immers- 
ing small vessels, such as needles and knitting needles, on the head of 
the first individual immersing himself? Since Rabbi Yehuda maintains 

that one whose foot is still in the water is considered as immersed in the 

ritual bath, does this mean that his body and even his wet hair can serve 

as part of the ritual bath? 


The Gemara clarifies the dilemma raised by this question: Does Rabbi 
Yehuda accept only the principle of lowering the partition, meaning 
that an item positioned above another item is considered as if it contin- 
ued downward, and therefore the water on the body of the one immers- 
ing is viewed as descending into the ritual bath, so that the bath retains 
its requisite size; but he does not accept the concept of raising the 
partition,’ so that the water in the ritual bath is not considered to rise 
up to one’s head, making him part of the ritual bath as well? Or, perhaps 
he also accepts the principle of raising the partition, which means that 
one is indeed considered part of the ritual bath? 


Rabbi Yohanan said to him: You already learned it in the Tosefta 
(Mikvaot 3:3): If there are three depressions" in the bed of a stream that 
are not completely dry, an upper one, a lower one, and a middle one; 
and the upper and lower ones hold twenty se'a each, while the middle 
one contains forty sea, and a flow of rain runs between them, thereby 
linking the depressions one to another, Rabbi Yehuda says: My col- 
league, Rabbi Meir, would say: One may immerse in the upper one. 
This indicates that Rabbi Meir holds that the waters of the middle 
depression, which contains the requisite amount of water for a ritual 
bath, are considered to have ascended by means of the rainwater into 
the higher depression. Since Rabbi Yehuda cites his colleague's statement 
without comment, he evidently accepts the principle of raising the 
partition. 


Ulla raised a difficulty: But isn’t it taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yehuda 
says: 


Rabbi Meir would say: One may immerse in the upper one, and I say: 
In the lower one but not in the upper one. This demonstrates that 
Rabbi Yehuda does not accept the principle of raising the partition. 
Rabbi Yohanan said to him: If this baraita is taught, it is taught, and I 
cannot take issue with it. Therefore, it is clear that the matter is held in 
dispute between tanna’im and that Rabbi Yehuda does not accept the 
principle of raising the partition. 


§ It is taught in the mishna: One who immersed for the purpose of 
eating non-sacred food with the intention of assuming a presumptive 
status of ritual purity for non-sacred food it is prohibited for him to 
eat tithes. The Gemara comments: Whose opinion is expressed in the 
mishna? It is that of the Rabbis, who differentiate between non-sacred 
produce and tithes," since they maintain the following: If one who is 
required by rabbinic law to immerse touches non-sacred food, it remains 
pure, but if he comes into contact with tithes they are rendered ritually 
impure. 
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NOTES 


Lowering the partition and raising the partition - 
PDK HA) TMX Ta: These principles are applied in 
various areas of halakha. They are based on the idea 
hat two items that are not necessarily attached 
but are positioned opposite each other can be 
viewed as if they extended toward each other and 
came into contact. The word partition is derived 
rom cases of building a sukka, the classic context 
where it is applied, where a partial wall is viewed as 
orming a full partition. Since gravity makes objects 
descend naturally, the logic of lowering the parti- 
ion is generally easier to accept than that of raising 
he partition. 


HALAKHA 


Three depressions — nivaia3 wow: If a stream has 
three depressions, the middle of which contains 
forty se'a while the upper and lower ones hold less, 
only the middle one is fit for immersion because it 
is the only one that contains the requisite quantity 
of water. This is the case even if flowing rainwater 
passes between them. However, if a rush of rain- 
water passes between them, one may immerse in 
any of the depressions (Shulhan Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 
201:60; Shakh). 


NOTES 


Who differentiate between non-sacred produce 
and tithes - wy phan pa ind awa: The Turei Aven 
asks why the Rabbis saw fit to add an extra level 
of purity for those who eat tithes, as the previous 
discussion of the Gemara concluded that one need 
not wash his hands to touch tithes. He answers that 
since the Rabbis differentiated between the eat- 
ing of non-sacred food and tithes, they also had 
to create a level for those who partake of tithes, in 
order to emphasize that tithes are considered an 
intermediate level between non-sacred produce 
and teruma. 
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The levels of ritual purity for garments - 3.24 TAT nibyn: 
The Sages ordained five levels of ritual purity with regard to cloth- 
ing: (1) The garments of an am ha‘aretz are considered ritually 
impure by treading for those who eat non-sacred produce in a 
state of purity, and amei ha‘aretz themselves are likewise con- 
sidered as zavim in this regard. (2) The garments of those who 
eat non-sacred produce in a state of ritual purity are impure by 
reading for those who partake of second-tithe produce, but the 
individuals themselves are pure even with regard to teruma. (3) 
The garments of those who eat second-tithe produce are ritually 
impure by treading for those who eat teruma, while (4) the gar- 
ments of those who eat teruma are ritually impure by treading for 
hose who partake of sacrificial food; however, they themselves 
are ritually pure with regard to sacrificial food. (5) The garments 
but not the bodies of those who eat sacrificial food are ritually 
impure by treading for the waters of the red heifer (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Avot HaTuma 13:1). 
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However, in that case, say the latter clause of the mishna, which 
states that the garments of an am ha aretz, who is not careful with 
regard to the halakhot of ritual purity, are considered to be ren- 
dered ritually impure by the impurity imparted by the treading’ 
of a zav, which is considered a primary source of ritual impurity, 
for perushin, individuals who are careful to eat even non-sacred 
food ina state of purity. The garments of perushin, although they 
are careful to remain ritually pure, are nevertheless considered to 
be rendered impure by the treading" of a zav for priests who 
partake of teruma. Consequently, the latter clause differs from the 
opinion of the Rabbis in the earlier clause." 


Therefore, we have arrived at the opinion of Rabbi Meir, who 
said: Non-sacred produce and tithes are similar to one another, 
as this clause of the mishna does not distinguish between those 
eating non-sacred food and those eating tithes. Is the earlier 
clause the opinion of the Rabbis and the latter clause the opin- 
ion of Rabbi Meir?" The Gemara answers: Yes; although it is 
unusual, in this instance we must explain that the earlier clause 
was said by the Rabbis and the latter clause by Rabbi Meir. 


However, Rav Aha bar Adda would teach that five levels of ritual 
purity are listed in the latter clause of the mishna, by counting 
the clause that states that the clothes of those who eat non-sacred 
produce in a state of purity are ritually impure for tithes, and in 
this way he establishes the entire mishna in accordance with the 
opinion of the Rabbis. 


§ Rav Mari said: They learn from the mishna that non-sacred 
produce that was prepared according to the level of ritual purity 
required for sacrificial food," i.e., with the same stringencies as 
required for sacrificial food, is like sacrificial food. From where 
is this deduced? 


NOTES 


The garments of an am ha‘aretz are considered to be ren- 
dered ritually impure by the impurity imparted by tread- 
ing — DIA YW OY Ya: The problem with regard to ritual 

impurity imparted by treading is as follows: Did the Sages 

decree that individuals who are less strict with regard to 

ritual purity should be considered as if they themselves were 
zavim with regard items with high-level sanctity, or did their 
decree apply exclusively to their garments? This question is 
addressed in the Jerusalem Talmud. The answer there is that 
the basic decree applies exclusively to garments. 


However, the Rambam writes that the Sages were of 
the opinion that the case of an am ha'aretz is an exception, 
and they themselves are considered to be impure. The Rab- 
bis decreed that they should have the status of zavim. It is 
important to note that this ruling is not at all unequivocal 
(see Tosafot). 


The Meiri points out that the various statements of the 
Talmud are not always consistent with regard to this issue, as 
it sometimes appears that the decree was applied across the 
board by dint of one being an am haaretz, whereas on other 
occasions it seems that the Sages decreed this only due to 
a specific concern that they may have become impure. For 
example, both the Babylonian Talmud and the Jerusalem 
Talmud state the concern that the menstruating wife of an 
am ha‘aretz may have sat on his garments, thereby rendering 
them impure upon contact, and since an am haaretz is not 
careful with regard to ritual impurity he might consequently 
be wearing impure garments. 


The garments of perushin are considered to be rendered 
impure by treading, etc. — 131 DYTA pona "734: Since all 
agree that there is no concern about possible bodily impurity 


of those who eat teruma and the like, the Meiri explains that 
he Sages enacted this decree because of the assumption 
hat one who immerses does so only in order to establish his 
status, and all the more so his garments and any other vessels 
he immerses, for the level of ritual purity he requires. There- 
ore, those who partake of teruma purify their garments for 
he purpose of teruma alone, and as we learn in the mishna, 
his does not suffice for them to be considered ritually pure 
with regard to sacrificial food. The garments of those who eat 
teruma are therefore viewed as impure in relation to higher 
evels of purity. 


Is the earlier clause the opinion of the Rabbis and the 
latter clause the opinion of Rabbi Meir - K9) j231 KW) 
YRA: Even though Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who redacted 
the Mishna, gathered together collections of mishnayot 
from various houses of study, it is nevertheless assumed 
that any unattributed mishna and the mishnayot adjacent to 
it reflect the opinion of a single tanna. Certain Sages, such 
as Rabbi Yohanan, would invest great effort to establish the 
mishna in accordance with the opinion of a single tanna 
rather than two, even if this required him to use a far-fetched 
explanation. 


Non-sacred produce...according to the level of ritual 
purity required for sacrificial food - wip nite by.. pan: 
Rashi explains that in order to avoid error, certain individu- 
als who often partake of consecrated offerings, primarily 
priests, would always prepare their food according to the 
purity required for sacrificial food. However, those who had 
the custom of eating non-sacred produce in a state of ritual 
purity did so as an extra measure of sanctity they accepted 
upon themselves, but not as a safeguard against error. 
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It is deduced from the fact that it is not taught in their regard that 
those who eat non-sacred produce according to the level of ritual 
purity required for sacrificial food must treat the produce with a 
higher standard with regard to their degree of purity, like those who 
actually partake of sacrificial food. 


The Gemara asks: But perhaps the reason for this fact, that a higher 
standard is not taught with regard to those who actually partake 
of sacrificial food, is that these foods are not on a distinct level of 
ritual purity, as, if they are similar to the level of teruma, teruma 
has already been taught; and if they are similar to non-sacred 
produce, non-sacred produce has also already been taught. As we 
learned in a baraita that they are not considered to be on a level of 
their own: Non-sacred foods prepared according to the level of 
ritual purity required for sacrificial food" are like non-sacred food; 
Rabbi Elazar, son of Rabbi Tzadok, says: They are like teruma, 
but not like sacrificial food. Therefore, the fact that this level is not 
explicitly mentioned affords no proof. 


Rather, the proof is derived from the last clause in the mishna: 
Yosei ben Yo’ezer was the most pious member of the priesthood, 
and yet his cloth was considered impure by the treading of a zav 
for those who ate sacrificial food. Yohanan ben Gudgeda would 
eat non-sacred foods prepared according to the level of ritual 
purity required for sacrificial food all his days, and nevertheless 
his cloth was considered rendered impure by the treading of a zav 
for those preparing the purification waters. 


The Gemara infers from this: For the purifying waters, yes, his cloth 
was considered to have ritual impurity imparted by treading, but for 
sacrificial food, no, it was not considered to have ritual impurity 
imparted by treading. Apparently, he maintains that non-sacred 
produce prepared according to the level of ritual purity required 
for sacrificial food is like sacrificial food, as one who is particular 
to preserve the ritual purity required for sacrificial food even with 
regard to non-sacred produce is considered pure even with regard 
to sacrificial food themselves. 


§ With regard to the particular care that must be taken to prevent 
any suspicion that one’s clothes have contracted impurity, Rabbi 
Yonatan ben Elazar said: If the shawl of one who was stringent 
with regard to ritual purity fell" off of him, and he said to another 
person: Give it to me, and he gave it to him, the shawl is impure. 
Even if the other individual is himself pure, since his attention 
was diverted at that moment from being cautious with regard to 
impurity, it is as though the shawl were rendered impure. Similarly, 
Rabbi Yonatan ben Amram says: If one’s Shabbat clothes were 
switched" for his weekday clothes and he wore them, they are 
impure. His assumption that they were different clothes than the 
clothes he had intended to wear is enough of a distraction to spoil 
his caution against impurity. 


Rabbi Elazar bar Tzadok said: There was an incident involving 
two women who were wives of haverim, who are meticulous in 
observance of halakha especially with regard to matters of impurity, 
whose clothes were switched in the bathhouse; and the incident 
came before Rabbi Akiva and he declared the clothes impure." 
This demonstrates that an unintentional act is considered a lapse of 
attention, which renders the items impure, even if there was no 
other reason to consider them impure. 


Rabbi Oshaya strongly objects to this: However, if that is so, one 
who inserted his hand into a basket to take a loaf of wheat bread, 
and a loaf of barley bread came up in his hand instead; in that case, 
too, will you say that the loafis rendered impure? 


HALAKHA 


Non-sacred produce prepared according to the level of 
ritual purity required for sacrificial food — wyaw pon 
wpa mip by: Non-sacred produce that was prepared 
according to the level of ritual purity required for sacri- 
ficial food is considered non-sacred food with regard to 
ritual impurity. Its second degree of impurity is invalid, not 
impure, so that if it comes into contact with a third object, 
it does not render it ritually impure. This is the Rambam's 
ruling, in accordance with the opinion of the first tanna. 
The Ra’avad, however, maintains that non-sacred food 
prepared according to the level of ritual purity required 
for sacrificial food has the status of sacrificial food, in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Elazar, son of 
Rabbi Tzadok, following the discussion in tractate Hullin 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Avot HaTumot 11:15; 12:16). 


If the shawl of one fell — inaya TYD): If one’s shawl fell, 
and he asked another to give it to him, and the latter did 
so, it is ritually impure, as stated by Rabbi Yonatan ben 
Elazar (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 13:6). 


One’'s...clothes were switched — os b ynm: In 
a case when one wore Shabbat clothes because he 
mistook them for his weekday garments, the Shabbat 
clothes are rendered impure, as his assumption that 
they are weekday clothes causes him to guard them less 
scrupulously than usual, as stated by Rabbi Yonatan ben 
Amram (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 13:6). 


Women whose e garment were > switched - DY) 
women who were wives of haverim whose garments 
became switched in a bathhouse, and the Sages declared 
all the clothes ritually impure (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 13:6). 
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NOTES 


From things that render it ritually impure but not 
from things that invalidate it - x) TRAVAI IT 
nypin ava: The Rid explains that this statement is 
not referring to the ritual impurity of the barrel itself, 
but to the liquids it contains, which are rendered 
ritually impure by coming into contact with impure 
objects. Although liquids can generally be rendered 
impure by all types of ritual impurity, there are excep- 
tions to this rule, such as the contact of a tevul yom, 
an individual who has immersed and is waiting for 
the sun to set before he is fully purified, which only 
invalidates and does not render impure. 


| guarded it from things that render it impure, etc. - 
31 iMabAW ama yA: The Rid and Tosafot explain 
that by Torah ‘aw, liquids have the power to render 
only food impure, but by rabbinic law, they can render 
vessels impure as well. In this case, it may be that the 
liquid did not render the non-sacred food in the bas- 
ket impure, and yet the shovel would nevertheless be 
considered to be impure with regard to both teruma 
and sacrificial food. 


Rabba bar Avuh raised a further objection - ani 
MAK 32 727: Rabbi Akiva Eiger comments that there 
seems to be no difficulty here: There appears to be 
no direct correlation between the various incidents 
with regard to the women and the topic at hand. 
Rabbi Ya'akov Yalish writes that the proof of the prin- 
ciple that mere lack of awareness does not suffice to 
render the item impure is from the fact that Rabbi 
Yishmael cross-examined the woman to see if there 
had been an actual cause of impurity, demonstrating 
that distraction alone would not have been enough 
to cause ritual impurity. 


BACKGROUND 


Shovel — 79%: There are a number of utensils 
referred to by the Gemara as shovels, but in the con- 
text of a basket and shovel combination, the usual 
reference is to an implement used for raking clay. 
This type of tool typically had a long handle and a 
wide head, and it was made of either wood or metal. 
A common secondary use for such a shovel was to 
separate dried figs. 


HALAKHA 

A basket and a shovel - mayan dp: If a haver was car- 
rying a basket that contained a shovel on his shoulder, 
and he had in mind to guard the basket's ritual purity 
while intending to guard the shovel only from some- 
thing that renders it impure but not from things that 
invalidate it, the shovel is impure and renders teruma 
ritually impure upon contact (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 13:6). 
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And if you would say, indeed, this is correct, but isn’t it taught in a 
baraita: One who is minding a barrel to ensure its ritual purity on 
the assumption that it is a barrel of wine and it is found to be of oil, 
it is ritually pure in the sense that it does not transmit impurity? 
This indicates that one’s lack of knowledge with regard to the identity 
of the item he is minding does not itself cause impurity. The Gemara 
rejects this: But according to your line of reasoning, say the latter 
clause of that same baraita: And it is prohibited to be eaten, which 
indicates that the supervision is insufficient in this case. The Gemara 
asks: Why is it that the barrel’s status is pure and yet there is a prohibi- 
tion against eating its contents? If the supervisor's error does not 
harm the food’s ritually pure status, one should likewise be permitted 
to eat it. 


Rabbi Yirmeya said: The baraita is referring to one who says: I 
guarded it from things that render it impure but not from things 
that invalidate it." In other words, he was careful to guard it only from 
being rendered impure with a severe degree of impurity, which causes 
anything it renders impure to render others impure in turn, but not 
from a lesser degree of impurity that merely invalidates it for use but 
does not enable it to render other items ritually impure. Since he 
guarded it from impurity, it is considered pure with regard to render- 
ing other items impure, but it still may not be eaten, in case it was 
invalidated by an impure object. 


The Gemara asks: And is there guarding by half measures; can it be 
said that one was careful with regard to only a particular type of 
impurity? The Gemara responds: Yes, as it is indeed taught in a 
baraita: If one inserted his hand into a basket filled with figs, and 
the basket was placed on his shoulder, and a shovel’ was in the 
basket, and his mind was on the basket to guard it from impurity, 
but his mind was not on the shovel, the basket is pure and the 
shovel is impure. 


The Gemara asks: Why is the basket pure? Let the shovel render 
the basket ritually impure, if the former is in fact impure. The 
Gemara answers: The halakha is that a vessel cannot render a differ- 
ent vessel impure. Therefore, the basket remains pure. The Gemara 
asks another question: And let it render impure any food that is 
inside the basket, as food is not a vessel and can therefore be ren- 
dered impure by a vessel. Ravina said: The baraita is referring to one 
who says: I guarded the shovel from things that render it ritually 
impure," which is why it cannot render other objects impure, but I 
did not guard it from things that invalidate it, so it is impure." Con- 
sequently, there is no proof from here that the contents of the barrel 
in the earlier case may not be eaten. 


Returning to the prior discussion, the Gemara states that in any case 
it is difficult. Why should an object be impure just because the one 
guarding it was mistaken with regard to the identity of its contents; 
how would this accord with the baraita that explicitly taught that if 
one minds a barrel under the assumption that it is wine and it turns 
out to contain oil, the oil is pure and cannot render others impure? 


And Rabba bar Avuh raised a further objection:" There was an 

incident involving a certain woman who came before Rabbi Yish- 
mael and said to him: Rabbi, I wove this garment ina ritually pure 

state, but my mind was not on it to guard its state of purity. In other 
words, although I did not intend to guard it in this manner, I am 

certain that no impurity came into contact with it. And during the 

interrogations that Rabbi Yishmael conducted with her, to see if it 
had remained in a state of purity, she happened to say to him: Rabbi, 
a menstruating woman pulled the rope with me as I was weaving, 
and the garment was therefore rendered fully impure by a menstruat- 
ing woman moving it. Rabbi Yishmael said: How great are the 

words of the Sages when they said: If one’s mind is focused on 

guarding it, it is pure; if one’s mind is not focused on guarding it, 
it is impure. Since she was not focused on preserving the garment’s 

pure state, it contracted impurity without her noticing. 
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There was another incident involving a certain woman who 
came before Rabbi Yishmael and said to him: Rabbi, I wove 
this cloth in a state of ritual purity, but my mind was not on it 
to guard it from impurity. And during the interrogations that 
Rabbi Yishmael conducted with her, she said to him: Rabbi, a 
thread of mine that was woven into the cloth snapped and I tied 
it with my mouth. It can be assumed that the thread became 
moist from her spittle, which means that if that thread was touched 
by a source of impurity, the cloth would be rendered ritually 
impure by contact with impure liquids. This is because the Sages 
decreed that any impurity that touches liquid renders the liquid 
ritually impure to the first degree, so any vessel that comes into 
contact with the liquid would be impure to the second degree. 


Rabbi Yishmael said: How great are the words of the Sages 
when they said: If one’s mind is focused on guarding it, it is 
pure; if one’s mind is not focused on guarding it, it is impure. 
In any case, if one intends to keep something in a state of ritual 
purity, a mistake on his part with regard to its identity is not 
considered enough of a distraction to render the item impure, 
unlike the baraita that explicitly taught that if one minds a barrel 
under the assumption that it is wine and it turns out to contain 
oil, the oil is pure and cannot render others impure. 


The Gemara clarifies: Granted, according to Rabbi Elazar bar 
Tzadok there is no difficulty, as in the case of the two wives of 
haverim whose garments were switched it can be said that each of 
them says to herself: My colleague is the wife of an am ha‘aretz, 
and not a haver. And she diverts her mind from her garments, as 
she is certain that they have already been rendered impure, and a 
distraction of this kind makes it likely that the garment contracted 
impurity. It is therefore considered impure. 


Likewise, according to Rabbi Yonatan ben Amram there is no 
difficulty either, as with regard to the case of one who switched 
his Shabbat clothes with his weekday clothes, it can also be said 
that since he is more protective of Shabbat clothes, he will 
divert his mind from that higher level of protection if he thinks 
that they are weekday garments. A distraction of this kind makes 
it likely that the garment contracted impurity, so it is considered 
impure. But according to Rabbi Yonatan ben Elazar, who deals 
with the case where one’s shawl fell and another person lifts it up, 
why should this be considered a distraction? Let him guard his 
garments from ritual impurity while they are in the other person’s 
hands; why should they be considered impure? 


Rabbi Yohanan said: It is a presumption that a person does not 
guard that which is in another’s hand.™ Since the object is in 
the hands of another, he will inevitably be distracted from guard- 
ing it. The Gemara asks: And can one indeed not guard an item 
in the hand of another? 


NOTES 


A person does not guard that which is in another’s hand — know whether or not it is ritually pure, the one who transferred 
Van Paw ma WWA DIN px: Several commentaries are puzzled _ it will no longer guard it. Some later authorities discuss whether 
with regard to the reason and source of the principle stated by this principle should be applied to other mitzvot as well, such 
Rabbi Yohanan. Some explain along the lines of Rashi, that once as ensuring that matza has not become leavened (see Zekher 
an object is transferred for safekeeping to one who does not LaHagiga; see the Meiri). 


HALAKHA 


Does not guard that which is in another's hand — ma vawia...ps that he safeguards his own vessels, unless he is informed that the 
ian aw: It is a presumption that one does not guard the ritual owner is relying on him to guard them from impurity (Rambam 
purity of vessels that do not belong to him in the same manner Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 13:1, 6). 
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HALAKHA 


One whose donkey drivers and workers were bearing pure 
food — nivy pay vhi) vyan: If donkey drivers and work- 
ers who are amei haaretz are bearing pure food and went far 
ahead of their employer, a haver, and he can encounter them 
via a circuitous path, all the produce remains pure because 
they are afraid to touch it, as their employer may arrive at any 
moment. This ruling is in accordance with the opinion of Rabbi 
Yitzhak Nappaha (Kesef Mishne). However, if the employer said 
to them: Go, and | will follow behind you, then as soon as they 
are no longer within eyeshot, all the food is impure (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 13:5). 


LANGUAGE 


Mil - yn: From the Latin mille, meaning a measure of length 
equal to one thousand double steps. It is the equivalent of 
two thousand cubits, or 960-1200 m, according to the various 
opinions concerning measurements. 


NOTES 


What is different in the first clause of the baraita and what 
is different in the latter clause — KDD KIV IKII RYT NW NN: 
Rashi maintains that this sentence is not a part of the original 
Gemara text. According to those who have this version of the 
text, this phrase should be understood is a type of preliminary 
question leading into a discussion of the baraita itself. The 
Gemara often begins its discussion of a quoted baraita by 
clarifying the wording or any other internal problems in it. 
The Gemara then proceeds to address the question for which 
it was cited. 


One who purifies his donkey drivers and workers for this 
purpose — 1 vovin) Pyan wwa: This suggestion not only 
answers the question of why the donkey drivers are relied upon 
not to touch the food, but it also resolves the difficulty as to 
how the owner can be relied upon to guard the food when it 
is in the possession of his workers. The reasoning behind the 
principle that one does not guard pure items in the possession 
of another is either because one believes that his guarding 
would serve no purpose, as he cannot control the actions of the 
one possessing the items, or because he is not particular when 
guarding the possession of another. In this case, however, since 
he owner has purified his donkey drivers and workers in order 
o keep the food pure, he has demonstrated that he expects 
hem to guard the produce. Therefore, he will continue to 
guard it as well. Consequently, this source does not contradict 
Rabbi Yohanan’s statement. 


When he comes across them by a circuitous path — ony Kaa 
nyy TI: According to Tosafot, this answer completes the 
previous one: It is insufficient that he has purified the workers 
or this purpose; they must also be concerned about his unex- 
pected arrival. The Rambam indicates that the second answer 
renders the first answer redundant, as the reason an individual 
cannot guard something that is in another's hand is because 
one is not careful with regard to the property of someone else 
(see Kesef Mishne). In this case, however, since the workers are 
subservient to the owner and are intimidated by him, their 
guarding is sufficient (see Zekher LaHagiga). 
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But isn’t it taught in a baraita: With regard to one whose donkey 
drivers and workers, who were amei haaretz, were bearing pure 
food," without touching the pure food itself but only the earthen- 
ware vessels containing them, even ifhe distanced himself from 
them as they walked by more than a mil, his pure foods are pure. 
Since the workers are unaware of his departure, he is 
still considered to be guarding the food in their possession and 
need not be concerned that they may have touched the pure foods. 
But if he said to them: Go, and I will follow behind you, then 
once they are no longer within his eyesight, his pure foods are 
impure. 


The Gemara asks: What is different in the first clause of the 
baraita, where the food remains pure, and what is different in the 
latter clause," where the food is impure? Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha 
said: The first clause is referring to one who purifies his donkey 
drivers and workers for this purpose," meaning that he ensured 
that they immersed and purified themselves beforehand, so that 
concern for impurity was removed. 


The Gemara questions this: If so, in the latter clause they should 
also be pure. The Gemara responds: An am ha'aretz is not par- 
ticular about the contact of his colleague, and therefore there is 
concern that they might have encountered another am ha‘aretz on 
the way, who touched the produce and thereby rendered it impure. 


The Gemara counters: If so, in the first clause of the baraita there 
should also be concern that they might have met an am ha 4aretz, 
and despite the employer’s warning to his workers to stay ritually 
pure, they are not careful with regard to the impurity of another 
am ha ‘aretz. The Gemara answers: ‘The first clause is referring to a 
situation when he comes across them via a circuitous path." 
Since he is not walking directly behind them but can appear from 
the sides, they cannot always see him. Consequently, they are 
concerned that he may return at any moment. Therefore, they are 
careful not to render themselves ritually impure, and they are also 
wary of the contact of other amei haaretz, although they are not 
usually particular about the contact of their colleagues. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: If so, in the latter clause, too, since 
he can arrive from around a corner at any given moment, they 
should certainly be cautious. The Gemara responds: Since he 
said to them: Go and I will follow behind you, they rely on this, 
and they do not consider themselves to be under observation. 
Consequently, they are not particular about the contact of another 
am haaretz. 
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Three major Torah issues may be taught in public, but only in very small groups: The 
laws of forbidden sexual relations, the Act of Creation, and the Design of the Divine 
Chariot. This chapter focused on the two latter issues, which are related to divine 
secrets. The Gemara discussed which topics are included in the Act of Creation and 
the Design of the Divine Chariot, emphasizing how critical it is to take care not to 
study these topics, which are directly related to God’s honor, unless one is thoroughly 
prepared. Even then, one who studies them may be in great danger, as the chapter 
described in detail. 


The dispute with regard to placing the hands on Festival offerings, which continued 
throughout the generation of the pairs until Hillel and Shammai and their students, 
ended in favor of Beit Hillel, who ruled that one may bring both peace-offerings and 
burnt-offerings on the Festival and that one may place the hands on them. 


With regard to the topic of purity and impurity, several levels of purity were discussed: 
Non-sacred food, i.e., tithes; teruma; sacred offerings; and the purifying waters of 
the red heifer. An additional difference between levels of purity pertains to washing 
one’s hands from the impurity. The Rabbis ordained that with regard to the hands, 
in order to eat non-sacred food and teruma washing one’s hands is sufficient, but in 
order to consume sacred offerings or for the sprinkling of the purifying waters a full 
immersion is required. 


The major principle with regard to levels of purity was also explained in this chapter. 
Anything that is on a lower level of sanctity is considered as if it were impure with 
regard to things on a higher level of sanctity. An additional principle is that with 
regard to whether an item is completely ritually pure or not, one must have full 
intention and awareness that it has indeed maintained its pure status. In the absence 
of such awareness its status may no longer be relied upon, especially with regard to 
items that are of a higher level of sanctity. 


Summary of 
Perek Il 
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They shall keep My charge, lest they bear sin for it, and die 
thereby, if they profane it: I am the Lord Who sanctifies 
them. 

(Leviticus 22:9) 


Our feet were standing within your gates, O Jerusalem. 
Jerusalem, that is built as a city that is compact together. 


(Psalms 122:2-3) 


The Torah stresses several times its insistence on maintaining teruma and sacrificial 
items in a state of ritual purity, as well as the severe penalties for eating teruma or 
sacrificial food in a state of ritual impurity. In light of the Torah’s directives to make 
safeguards for its commandments in general and for the maintenance of ritual purity 
for holy foods in particular, the Sages instituted various stringencies and decrees in 
order to, in their words: Make safeguards for the safeguards. 


These rabbinic safeguards and decrees for the maintenance of ritual purity are stricter 
or more lenient in accordance with the level of sanctity of the item for which they 
were intended. Thus, they were more stringent regarding sacrificial food than regard- 
ing teruma, and stricter still for the purification ashes of the red heifer. 


The concept of instituting stricter standards for sacrificial food is found in the Torah 
itself. To this the Sages added various decrees to the effect that the slightest possibility 
of defilement or lack of care in the handling of sacrificial food should render it unfit or 
impure. The difference between unfit and impure is that the former would invalidate 
the item for use but would not defile other foods that came into contact with it, while 
the latter indicates something whose impurity can be passed on to other sacred foods. 


Despite this general trend, there are certain situations in which the Sages were stricter 
with teruma than with sacrificial food. This is because teruma is set aside by everyone 
and is eaten by any priest in his own house, without the rabbinic supervision that 
prevailed in the Temple’s sacrificial service, and not all priests were well versed in 
the laws or sufficiently meticulous about them. 


In general, there were many people who lived during the Second Temple period 
who were not meticulous about observing the laws of ritual purity. These people 
are referred to as amei ha‘aretz, common folk, while those who did maintain the 
strictures of ritual purity at all times were called haverim, literally, colleagues. Since 
teruma perforce often involved contact with amei haaretz, the Sages on occasion saw 
fit to apply stricter standards to teruma than to sacred foods, for which even amei 
haaretz could be relied upon to adhere to the highest standard. 


The elaboration of the Sages’ enactments and decrees in these matters, both the 
strictures they imposed for sacrificial food and the leeway they occasionally granted 
for an item, in Jerusalem and specifically in the Temple, and especially during the 
Festival periods, are the major focus of this chapter. 


Introduction to 
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MI S HN A Concerning several matters there is greater 


stringency with regard to sacrificial food™ 
than with regard to teruma, a portion of the produce designated 
for the priest. This expresses itself in many ways, the first being that 
one may immerse vessels inside other vessels to purify them for 
teruma; but not for sacrificial food, for which one must immerse 
each vessel separately. Another difference is that the halakhot of the 
back of a vessel and its inside and its place for gripping apply to 
vessels used for teruma, meaning that each part of the vessel has its 
own use and is considered a separate vessel in that it does not convey 
impurity to the other parts of the vessel when it contracts impurity; 
but not to sacrificial food, for which an impure section of the vessel 
does convey impurity to all the other sections. 


Likewise, one who carries an object trodden on by a zav, a man 
suffering from gonorrhea, may carry teruma at the same time, ifhe 
is careful that neither he nor the impure object should come into 
contact with the teruma, but this may not be done with sacrificial 
food. The garments of those who eat teruma are like an object 
trodden on by a zav with regard to sacrificial food. 


The mishna lists other stringencies that apply to sacrificial foods but 
not to teruma: The characteristics of teruma are not like the char- 
acteristics of sacrificial food," as in the case of vessels that are used 
with sacrificial food, if one has a garment or vessel that is tied up 
he must untie it and dry it" if there was any moisture on it, as both 
a knot and absorbed moisture are considered interpositions that 
prevent the water of the ritual bath from reaching the entire garment. 
And he may then immerse them, and afterward he may tie them 
up again if he wishes. But with regard to teruma he may, if he 
so desires, tie up the garment and then immerse it" without any 
concern that the knot might be considered an interposition. 


Vessels that were fashioned and completed in purity nevertheless 
require immersion to be considered pure for sacrificial foods, 
but not for teruma. A vessel combines all the food that is in it 
with regard to sacrificial food, meaning that if one piece of food 
becomes impure all the other pieces become impure as well; but 
not with regard to teruma, concerning which each piece is treated 
independently. 


The mishna continues the list of differences between sacrificial food 

and teruma. Sacrificial food that is impure with fourth-degree 

impurity is disqualified, meaning that the sacrificial food is ren- 
dered impure but it does not impart impurity to other items. Teruma 

is disqualified when it is impure with third-degree impurity; it 

is not susceptible to fourth-degree impurity at all. And with regard 

to teruma, if one of one’s hands became impure by rabbinic law 
that renders only the hands impure, its counterpart, i.e., the other 
hand, remains pure. But with regard to sacrificial food, if one hand 

becomes impure he must immerse them both, as one hand ren- 
ders its counterpart impure with regard to sacrificial food but not 

with regard to teruma. One may eat dry foods, i.e., foods that have 

never come into contact with liquid and are therefore not suscep- 
tible to impurity, with impure hands when it is teruma, but not 

when it is sacrificial food. 


There is greater stringency with regard to sacrificial food — ‘vain 
wtipa: The Sages enacted many stringencies for the purity of sacri- 


HALAKHA 


any kind of impurity and with regard to the manner of immersion of 
impure vessels to be used for them (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 


ficial foods, both with regard to the requirement to keep them from — Shear Avot HaTumot 12:1-7, 11-16). 


NOTES 


There is greater stringency with regard to sacri- 
ficial food — wtipa ain: The plain meaning of this 
mishna appears to be that these stringencies result 
from the extra care and rigor that must be observed 
concerning sacrificial foods, as the Torah is more 
particular about preserving them in a full state of 
purity. We see this, for instance, in the fourth degree 
of impurity, which applies only to sacrificial foods. 
An alternative opinion suggested by the Jerusalem 
Talmud is that those who eat teruma are meticulous, 
as teruma may be eaten only by priests, who are 
generally careful with regard to purity. By contrast, 
sacrificial foods are eaten by regular Israelites as well, 
not all of whom are so scrupulous with regard to 
purity. Therefore, the Sages were more stringent in 
the latter case. 


The characteristics of teruma are not like the 
characteristics of sacrificial food - vipa n> x 
maT Na: Tosafot comment on the insertion of 
his general phrase in the middle of the mishna’s 
ist of differences between teruma and sacrificial 
ood. They explain that since the list is so lengthy 
he mishna divides it up with this clause. 

Turei Aven notes a peculiarity in the listing. In the 
first section the tanna first states the leniency of 
teruma and then contrasts it with the stringency of 
sacrificial food, whereas in the second section, for 
he most part, he reverses the order and refers to the 
stringency of the sacrificial foods first. He explains 
hat in the earlier section of the mishna one might 
have thought that the stringency applies to teruma 
as well, and therefore it begins each clause by stat- 
ing that it does not. In the second section, however, 
one would not have thought this stringency should 
apply in any case, so the mishna begins by stat- 
ing that it does apply to sacrificial food, going on 
to elaborate that it does not apply to teruma (see 
Zekher LaHagiga). 


He must untie it and dry it — 33333 wrva: The Ram- 
bam, in his Commentary on the Mishna, explains 
that the term drying, here, is referring to wiping off 
any fat from the vessel that might be considered an 
interposition between the water and the vessel. In 
Porat Yosef it is demonstrated that the term drying 
can sometimes refer to a thorough cleaning. 


He may tie it up and then immerse it - 10%) wip 
bapa 72: The Rambam explains that the mishna 
is not referring to a garment knotted together but 
to one who ties together a vessel made of sepa- 
rate parts. In the case of teruma one may immerse 
the entire vessel, but for sacrificial food one must 
immerse each part of the vessel separately (see 
Meiri). 
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An acute mourner [onen] - pix: The Turei Aven addresses the 
duration of the acute mourner status. Rashi in tractate Pesahim, 
citing Zevahim 100b, states that it lasts only until the deceased 
is buried. However, this is difficult, as all opinions in the Gemara 
passage there agree that the status of acute mourner continues 
throughout the day of death, even after burial. The later com- 
mentaries discuss this problem. Sefat Emet asserts that Rashi 
is not referring to the day of death, but rather to a situation in 
which the burial does not take place on the day of death. He is 
stating that the mourner remains an acute mourner until the 
burial on the subsequent day. 


Immersion in order to eat sacrificial food — wip? Tp: 
See Turei Aven for a discussion of the question of whether 
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An acute mourner [onen]," i.e., someone who has experienced the 
loss of a close relative on that day, who had not come into contact 
with the deceased; and one who is lacking atonement, i.e., some- 
one who still needs to bring an offering to complete his purification 
procedure, such as a zav or a woman after childbirth, both require 
immersion in order to eat sacrificial food." The onen would 
immerse after the day has passed and the one lacking atonement 
would immerse after the requisite offering is brought. However, 
immersion in these cases is not necessary for eating teruma. 
G E M ARA It is taught in the mishna that one may not 
immerse one vessel inside another if they 


will be used for sacrificial food, though this may be done for teruma. 
The Gemara asks: With regard to sacrificial food, what is the rea- 
son that one may not immerse vessels in this manner? Rabbi Ila 
said: Because the weight of the inner vessel causes an interposi- 
tion" between the water and the vessels. That is, the innermost 
vessel weighs down on the bottom one, not allowing the water to 
reach the two vessels’ point of contact. 


The Gemara poses a question on this explanation: But is it not so 
that since the latter clause of the mishna mentions that sacrificial 
foods and teruma differ with regard to matters of interposition," 
the first clause of the mishna must not be with regard to matters 
of interposition, but is referring to a different consideration? As it 
teaches in the latter part of the mishna: The characteristics of 
teruma are not like the characteristics of sacrificial food, as in the 
case of sacrificial food, if one has a garment or vessel that is tied up 
he must untie it and dry it, and he may then immerse them, and 
afterward he may tie them up again if he wishes; but with regard 
to teruma he may tie up the garment and then immerse it. This 
latter clause shows that there the Sages were concerned for any 
possibility of interposition with regard to sacrificial food, so most 
likely the earlier clause of the mishna is due to a different reason. 


The Gemara answers: No, this is not necessarily so. In both the first 
clause and the latter clause of the mishna the concern is due to 
interposition, and it is nevertheless necessary to teach us both 
cases. For had the mishna taught us only the first clause, i.e., that 
one may not immerse one vessel within another, I would have 
said that this is the reason one may not do so for sacrificial food: 
Because there is the weight of the interior vessel" that must be 
taken into account. But in the latter clause, where there is no 
weight of a vessel to be considered, I will say that it is not consid- 
ered an interposition for sacrificial food either. And had it taught 
us only the latter clause dealing with the knotted garments, I would 
have said that this is the reason one may not do so for sacrificial 
food: Because it is possible 


NOTES 


this immersion is required only for eating sacrificial foods, or 
whether such people may not even touch them. 


Because the weight of the inner vessel causes an inter- 
position - yyin 13b itaw 29: This principle is quantified 
in the Jerusalem Talmud as follows: A vessel that weighs a litra, 
a pound, or more is considered heavy enough to cause an 
interposition between another vessel and the water. 


Since the latter clause is with regard to matters of inter- 
position — AY*¥N OW Kwpn: Some note (see Siah Yitzhak) 
that the Gemara seemingly could have proven that if the 
two halakhot had the same reason, as Rabbi Ila asserts, they 
should have been juxtaposed in the mishna. However, even 


according to Rava's explanation of the mishna, presented later 
in the Gemara, the arrangement of the items in the mishnas list 
seems to be random rather than grouped by topics. Therefore, 
the Gemara did not use this point against Rabbi lla, assuming 
simply that the items are not arranged in any logical order, but 
were enumerated by the tanna in the order in which he heard 
them from his teacher. 


Because there is the weight of the interior vessel - aww 
KINT bp by paz: Some say that Rabbi Ila accepts Rava’s 
opinion, presented by the Gemara later, that interposition is 
not the only reason for the mishna’s principle (see Turei Aven 
and Zekher LaHagiga). 
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that it is the nature of knots to tighten even more in water," 
creating an interposition that bars the water from entering all 
the way, but in the case of the first clause of the mishna, which 
deals with one vessel inside another and where water by nature 
causes the top vessel to lighten and float away from the lower 
vessel rather than weigh down on it, I would have said that it is 
not considered an interposition. It is therefore necessary for 
the halakha to be stated in both cases." 


The Gemara comments: Rabbi Ila here conforms to his stan- 
dard line of reasoning in considering these two issues as one, as 
Rabbi Ila said that Rabbi Hanina bar Pappa said: They taught 
ten stringencies’ of sacrificial food here in this mishna, rather 
than the apparent eleven. The first five stringencies apply both 
to the sacrificial foods themselves and to non-sacred food that 
was prepared according to the standards of purity of sacrificial 
food, whereas the last five apply only to actual sacrificial food 
but not to non-sacred food that was prepared according to 
the standards of purity of sacrificial food. The fact that Rabbi 
Ila counts only ten cases in the mishna shows that he considered 
the two cases discussed above to be of the same category, and 
therefore they are counted together as one stringency. 


The Gemara explains Rabbi Ila’s statement. What is the reason 

for this distinction? With regard to the first five stringencies, 
which have a connection to impurity as defined by Torah law 
because ignoring them can lead to a case of impurity by Torah 

law as opposed to merely rabbinic law, the Sages decreed these 

stringencies both for actual sacrificial food and for non-sacred 

food prepared according to the standards of purity of sacrifi- 
cial food. However, with regard to the last five, which do not 

have a connection to impurity by Torah law," as their entire 

impurity is based on a rabbinic decree, the Sages decreed these 

stringencies only for actual sacrificial food. But with regard to 

non-sacred food made according to the standards of purity of 
sacrificial food, the Sages did not decree these stringencies for 

such foods. 


NOTES 


That it is the nature of knots to tighten even more in 
water — PIPA YATIN KIA KWT: Tosafot question why 
the Gemara ignores the additional requirement to dry the 
vessels, which appears to be due to interposition as well. 
The Turei Aven explains that the mishna’s word, umenagev, 
should be translated as, or dry, rather than, and dry, mean- 
ing that the interposition must be removed one way or 
another. 


Ten stringencies - nibyn wy: The Gemara (22a) cites Rabba 
bar Avuh’s opposing opinion that there are eleven stringen- 
cies in the mishna, and states that Rava’s interpretation o 
the mishna, cited shortly, accords with that opinion as well. 
lt is stated in the Jerusalem Talmud, however, that there is a 
dispute between tanna‘im with regard to whether there are 
twelve or thirteen stringencies that regulate sacrificial food bu 
not teruma, including some that are not listed in this mishna. 
Tosafot and other commentaries also point out that there 
are additional stringencies not listed in the mishna, some of 
which are mentioned in the previous chapter. Furthermore, 


it is possible to count more than eleven stringencies in our 
mishna, for instance, by separating the untying and the drying 
of garments into two distinct stringencies. 


Which do not have a connection to impurity by Torah 
law — SOP TiN TANIA TTT md mor: Rashi details at length 
how each of the first five stringencies has a connection with 
impurity by Torah law, either due to a concern regarding the 
purification of the vessel, e.g., due to interposition, or because 
the Sages’ decree is based on a similarity to a Torah law case 
of impurity. However, with regard to the last five cases, or 
six, depending on the two explanations of the mishna, two 
of them also appear to have a connection with impurity by 
Torah law, i.e, the application of a fourth degree of impurity 
for sacrificial food, and the halakha that a vessel combines 
the food within it. Tosafot cite Rabbeinu Yitzhak’s answer that 
these two cases are also included in the category of things that 
do not have a connection to impurity by Torah law, because 
these halakhot are not prescribed by Torah law in general, but 
are unique to the case of sacrificial food. 


HALAKHA 


Immersing one vessel inside another for sacrificial food — 
wtp bp Jina A nypa: Itis permitted to immerse one vessel 
inside another when the vessels are used for teruma but not if 
they are used for sacrificial food. This was decreed lest one do 
so when the mouth of the outer vessel is narrower than the 
tube of a wineskin, in which case the water in the vessel is not 
considered attached to the water of the ritual bath. This applies 
only if the outer vessel was pure and not in need of immersion 
itself. If the outer vessel was impure, since the immersion is 
effective for the outer vessel, it is effective for the inner one as 
well, even for sacrificial food, as stated by Rava (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 12:1). 
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The tube of a wineskin — “tian mypiaw: Wineskins were made 
out of whole hides stripped from various animals. Such flasks 
served many uses, mainly as containers for objects and various 
foods. When these wineskins were used for holding liquids, 
such as water, wine, or oil, they would make sure to remove 
the hide without perforating it or removing the skin of the 
legs. A tube, usually made out of a reed, would subsequently 
be inserted into one of the legs, from which the liquid would 
be poured out of the wineskin. 


Wineskin 


Perek III 
Daf22 Amuda 


Stringencies of sacrificial food - wip nibyn: The Sages 
instituted eleven stringencies, as stated by Rabba bar Avuh, 
that apply to sacrificial food as opposed to teruma. The first 
six apply also to non-sacred food prepared according to the 
standards of purity of sacrificial food, whereas the last five 
refer only to sacrificial food itself (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 12:1, 16). 


Counting both the thickness of the wall of the tube and 
its space - abbr maiya: The measurement of the tube of 
a wineskin is equivalent to the width of two fingers, i.e., the 
forefinger and middle finger, which can be inserted into this 
space and moved around easily. It makes no difference whether 
the hole is round or square, as long as it is of this size (Shu/han 
Arukh, Yoreh De‘a 201:40). 
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Rava disagreed with Rabbi Ila. He said that since the reason for 
the stringency in the latter clause is due to concern for interposi- 
tion, this implies that the reason for the stringency in the first 
clause is not due to interposition, but to a different reason. And 

with regard to the stringency in the first clause that one may not 
immerse one vessel within another, this is the reasoning: It is a 

rabbinic decree to ensure that one not immerse small vessels, 
such as needles and hooks, inside a vessel whose mouth is less 

than the width of the tube of a wineskin.? In such a case the water 
in the bottle would not be considered attached to the rest of the 

ritual bath, as we learned in a mishna (Mikvaot 6:7): The joining 

of different bodies of water in cases of ritual baths" takes place if 
the opening between the two bodies is at least as wide as the width 

of the tube of a wineskin, counting both the thickness of the wall 

of the tube 


The joining of different bodies of water in cases of ritual 
baths — ninpa apy: If one wishes to join an invalid or 
incomplete ritual bath to a valid one, the hole between them 


of forty se'a of water and one wishes to join them so that the 
requisite amount is reached, a single hole the size of the tube 
of a wineskin is required. Similarly, if a ritual bath was divided 


must be at least the size of the tube of a wineskin, with the 
flow of the water filling the width of the hole. Once the two 
bodies of water have been joined together, they both remain 
valid even if the opening was made smaller or closed up. If 
there are many small holes between the two bodies of water, 
if they add up together to the required width of the tube of 
a wineskin, the two bodies of water are considered joined. 


into two sections by means of a sackcloth or a basket that is 
full of tiny holes, if neither section of the ritual bath has forty 
sea in it, it is invalid (Rema). Based on these principles, it is 
permitted to dig a ditch alongside a river to use as a ritual 
bath, even if the ditch does not contain forty sea (Rema), for 
the river's water seeps in through the porous ground (Shu/han 
Arukh, Yoreh Dea 201:52). 


However, if both bodies contain less than the requisite amount 
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and its space," which is equivalent to the width of two fingers 
going around in their place, i.e., a space large enough to insert 
two fingers and twist them around inside. If one body of water 
contains the requisite forty sea, while another, adjacent body is 
lacking this amount, then if the opening between the two bodies 
of water is wider than this measurement, the two bodies are con- 
sidered as one, and the smaller body is also considered an accept- 
able ritual bath. Since any opening smaller than this is not consid- 
ered to connect two bodies of water, the water inside a bottle with 
a narrow mouth would be considered disconnected from the 
water of the ritual bath, and smaller vessels inside such a narrow- 
necked vessel would not be considered as having come into con- 
tact with the water of the ritual bath. The Sages therefore enacted 
a decree rendering prohibited the immersion of any vessel inside 
another vessel. 


The Gemara notes: Rava holds in accordance with this statement 

that Rav Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: They taught 

eleven stringencies of sacrificial food here in this mishna, rather 

than Rabbi Ila’s ten. The first six stringencies apply both to sac- 
rificial food itself and to non-sacred food that was prepared 

according to the standards of purity of sacrificial food, whereas 

the last five apply only to actual sacrificial food but not to non- 
sacred food that was prepared according to the standards of 
purity of sacrificial food." 
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The Gemara asks: What practical difference is there between 
the opinion of Rava, i.e., that the Sages rendered it prohibited 
to immerse one vessel inside of another because they were 
concerned lest one immerse needles in a vessel whose mouth is 
narrower than the tube of a wineskin, and the opinion of Rabbi 
Ila," who holds that their concern was about interposition? 


The Gemara answers: The practical difference between them is 

in the case of a basket or a wicker bin [gargutni]™ that one has 

filled with smaller vessels and has immersed them all together. 
According to Rabbi Ila, the one who said it is prohibited to 

immerse one vessel inside another due to the concern of inter- 
position, in this case as well there is such a concern, as the inner 
vessels might weigh down against the basket and prevent the 

water from touching the contact points." But according to Rava, 
the one who said it is prohibited due to a rabbinic decree lest 

one immerse needles and hooks inside a vessel whose mouth 

does not have the width of the tube of a wineskin, there are 

no such things as baskets and wicker bins whose mouth does 

not have the width of the tube of a wineskin, and therefore the 

decree would not apply to them. 


The Gemara notes: And Rava follows his line of reasoning, as 
Rava said: A basket or wicker bin that one has filled with 
smaller vessels and has immersed them all together, they are 
pure in all regards, even for sacrificial food. 


Rava stated a second teaching with regard to baskets and bins 
as well: And in the case of a ritual bath that one divided 
into two sections by inserting a basket" or wicker bin, so that 
each section is left with less than the required forty sea, if one 
immerses there, his immersion is ineffective for him. Despite 
the certainty that water seeps through the basket or bin, this is 
not enough to join the two incomplete sections of the ritual 
bath to be counted as one. We know that this is so, for the earth 
is entirely porous, and nevertheless we do not rely on this 
to allow several adjacent, small ditches full of water to add up 
to forty sea, but rather require that there be forty se‘a together 
in one place. 


The Gemara comments: And this halakha, that small vessels 
such as needles cannot be immersed inside a vessel with a 
narrow opening," applies only if he immersed them in a pure 
vessel, which does not require purification on its own. But if 
he did so in an impure vessel, which requires purification in 
its own right, since the immersion is effective for the whole 
of the outer vessel, including its inside, it is also effective for 
the vessels that are inside of it. Since the water that enters 
the outer vessel is considered attached to the rest of the ritual 
bath for purposes of purification of the outer vessel, so is it 
considered attached with regard to the purification of the inner 
vessels.” 


We know this, as we learned in a mishna (Mikvaot 6:2): With 
regard to vessels that one filled with other vessels and 
immersed them all together, they are pure, regardless of the 
width of the opening of the outer vessel. And if he did not 
immerse, the joining of waters is not effective until they are 
joined like the width of the tube of a wineskin. This second 
sentence of the mishna is unclear, and the Gemara seeks to 
clarify it. What is the mishna saying here when it says: And if 
he did not immerse? The Gemara explains. This is what the 
mishna is saying: And if he has no need to immerse the outer 
vessel, as it was already pure, and similarly in a case of two bod- 
ies of water that are joined together by means of a hole, it is not 
valid until the water is joined through a space as wide as the 
tube of a wineskin. 


NOTES 


What practical difference is there between the opin- 
ion of Rava and of Rabbi Ila, etc. — 8377 p3 KD INT 
3) xbox vary: Tosafot point out that there are ot er, 
more obvious differences between them as well. The 
ater commentaries offer various reasons as to why the 
Gemara ignores these other differences. The Sefat Emet 
says that although there are in fact several differences 
between them, the Gemara mentions the case of the 
basket or bin because it is a situation with regard to 
which there is much to discuss. 


Basket or bin — sama bo: The Rid writes that the dif- 
erence between these vessels and others is that the 
mouths of these are always equal in width to their bases, 
whereas other vessels come in various shapes, with wider 
or narrower mouths. Therefore, the Sages decreed, with- 
out differentiation between various shapes, not to allow 
immersion of vessels within those other vessels. Others 
point out that in addition to the width of their mouths 
there is another difference that distinguishes baskets and 
bins from other vessels, which is that their woven design 
allows water to penetrate through their sides as well (see 
Zekher LaHagiga). 


A ritual bath that one divided into two sections by 
inserting a basket, etc. ova ipynw mpn: Although 
itis obvious that water will pass through the holes of the 
basket, and one may immerse vessels inside a burlap sack 
or this reason (see Mishna, Mikvaot 6:5), since he has 
placed it as a kind of partition within the ritual bath, it no 
onger has the appearance of a vessel being immersed, 
but rather of a ritual bath split into two (Rid). 


And this applies only if he immersed them in a pure 
vessel — Tintv pa song sam: According to Rabbeinu 
Hananel, this paragraph i is not dealing with the immer- 
sion of one vessel inside another for use with sacrificial 
ood, for that would be prohibited even if the outer 
vessel were impure. Rather, it is dealing with the case 
of partitioning a ritual bath by placing a basket in the 
middle of it. See the Meiri on the mishna, who discusses 
this issue at length. 


LANGUAGE 
Bin [gargutni] — ay: From the Greek yúpyaðoç, gur- 
gathos, meaning a wicker basket. 


HALAKHA 
Immersing vessels inside a basket - bea ods nya: 
One may not immerse vessels used for sacrificial food 
inside other vessels, including wide baskets or bins, but 


for teruma one may use them (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Mikvaot 3:26). 


Immersing utensils inside an impure vessel — Tya 
xov 13 ‘Jina: If one immersed utensils by inserting them 
inside an impure vessel the immersion is effective, even 
if the mouth of the outer vessel is very narrow. But if 
he tilted the outer vessel onto its side, the immersion 
is effective only if its mouth is as wide as the tube of 
a wineskin. In the case of sacrificial food, one may not 
immerse vessels inside other vessels at all (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Mikvaot 3:26). 
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§ The Gemara notes: And this dispute between Rava and 
Rabbi Ila is also a dispute between tanna’im. As it is taught in 
a baraita: With regard to a basket or a wicker bin that one filled 
with vessels and then immersed them, whether for purposes 
of sacrificial food or for purposes of teruma, they are pure. This 
is identical to Rava’s opinion. Abba Shaul says: They are pure 
for purposes of teruma but not for purposes of sacrificial food." 
This is identical to Rabbi Ila’s opinion. 


The Gemara asks: If so, in light of these two reasons we have 
given for concern with regard to immersing vessels inside other 
vessels, this should not be permitted for teruma either." The 
Gemara responds: For whom do we say the principle that one 
vessel may not be immersed inside another? For haverim, indi- 
viduals devoted to the meticulous observance of mitzvot, espe- 
cially halakhot of ritual purity. Others do not carefully follow 
these halakhot in any event. And haverim know such things well, 
that water is considered detached from the ritual bath if it is 
separated by a narrow opening, and that if one vessel is weighing 
down on another, preventing the water from reaching that spot, 
the top vessel must be lifted to allow the water to touch all parts 
of the vessel. Therefore, there is no need to apply these concerns 
and stringencies to the case of teruma. 


The Gemara counters with another question. If so, we should 
say the same thing in the case of sacrificial food too, i.e., that all 
these halakhot are for haverim, who meticulously follow ritual 
purity for sacrificial food and inquire about such halakhot. Why, 
then, did the Sages apply these concerns and stringencies to the 
case of sacrificial food? The Gemara responds: With regard to 
sacrificial food they were concerned that a common person [am 
ha‘aretz], who is not meticulous about ritual purity, may see the 
haver immersing small vessels inside of large vessels, and will 
then go and immerse vessels of his own in this manner. But he 
will not take the same precautions as the haver would, ensuring 
that the outer vessel has a wide opening and that the vessels on 
top do not weigh down on the lower ones. 


The Gemara objects: But the same concern could be raised with 
regard to teruma as well. It is possible that an am ha‘aretz may 
see the haver immerse vessels for teruma in this manner, and he 
will then go and immerse his vessels this way, without taking 
the precautions that the haver would take. The Gemara answers: 
We do not accept teruma from amei haaretz, as they are not 
trustworthy with regard to the halakhot of ritual purity, and 
therefore it does not matter if the vessels he uses for teruma are 
not immersed properly. Therefore, the Sages were not concerned 
that the am ha‘aretz may come to a misunderstanding when 
observing a haver immersing vessels within vessels. 


The Gemara continues its line of questioning. If so, we should 
likewise not accept sacrificial food from amei ha‘aretz, since 
they are not sufficiently meticulous with ritual purity, and we 
should therefore not care if they immerse their vessels improp- 
erly. The Gemara responds: The am ha aretz will have feelings 
of antagonism if sacrificial food is not accepted from him, and 
this would lead to internal discord and conflict within Israel. 


A basket or a bin with regard to sacrificial food — 13393) bo 
wip: See HALAKHA, previous page, for the Rambam'ss ruling, 
which is in accordance with Abba Shaul’s opinion that one may 
not immerse other vessels inside such utensils. Although this 
appears to contradict the Rambam’s basic approach, which 
follows Rabba bar Avuh, whom the Gemara identifies with Rava, 
whereas Abba Shaul’s opinion is identified with that of Rabbi lla, 
itis possible that the Rambam relied on a specific ruling of the 
Jerusalem Talmud in this instance. Additionally, the explanation 
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NOTES 


that an am haaretz might see the haver and copy his actions 
perhaps convinced Rava to retract his opinion and agree that 
a basket should be prohibited, as an am ha‘aretz might not 
distinguish between baskets and other vessels (Siah Yitzhak). 


If so, this should not be permitted for teruma either - x 
49] TNA 37: The Gemara mentions this case rather than any 
of the other differences between teruma and sacrificial food 
listed in the mishna because the concern here is that the inner 


vessels might not become purified at all, whereas the other 
differences stem from special stringencies that were added for 
sacrificial food (Turei Aven). Alternatively, the Gemara’s question 
is directed only at the opinion of Rava, who bases the prohibi- 
tion on the concern that people might perform immersion in 
a truly ineffectual manner. This leads to the question of why we 
are not concerned that they might do the same with regard to 
teruma as well (see Siah Yitzhak). 
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The Gemara asks: If so, in the case of teruma he will also have feelings 
of antagonism if teruma is not accepted from him. Why were the Sages 
concerned about this factor only with regard to sacrificial food and not 
teruma? The Gemara replies: An am ha'aretz does not care if his teruma 
is not accepted by haverim, as he can always go and give his teruma to 
an am ha ‘aretz priest who is his friend and who will accept it from him. 
In the case of sacrificial food, however, there is only one Temple, and 
care must be taken not to make the amei haaretz feel they are being 
rejected. 


The Gemara notes that this sensitivity of not causing offense to the am 
haaretz is expressed elsewhere as well: And who is the tanna that is 
concerned for such antagonism of amei ha aretz? It is Rabbi Yosei," as 
it is taught in a baraita: Rabbi Yosei said: For what reason are all people, 
i.e., even amei haaretz, trusted with regard to the purity of their wine 
and oil" that they bring to the Temple for sacrificial purposes through- 
out the year? Why is the status of these items not investigated to deter- 
mine that they were prepared with the necessary regard for ritual purity? 
In order to avoid schisms among the people, so that each and every 
individual should not go off and build a private altar for himself and 
burn a red heifer for himself." Were the Sages to reject sacrificial wine 
and oil from amei haaretz, they would become alienated and go off and 
create schisms, going so far as to build their own separate temples and 
bring their own private offerings. 


Rav Pappa said: In accordance with whose opinion do we accept 
testimony nowadays from an am ha‘aretz, despite the concern of some 
Sages that their carelessness with regard to observance of halakha might 
also lead to personal untrustworthiness? In accordance with whom is 
this done? In accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yosei." 


§ We have established that the reason for leniency with regard to 
immersing one vessel inside another for teruma is based on the fact that 
we do not care if the vessels amei ha‘aretz use for teruma are improperly 
purified, since we do not accept teruma from them in any event. The 
Gemara asks: But let us be concerned about borrowing vessels from 
them. Although haverim do not accept teruma from an am haaretz, they 
do sometimes borrow their vessels and use them for teruma. It should 


therefore be a matter of concern for us if those vessels are not properly 
purified. 


The Gemara proves that it is acceptable to borrow vessels from an am 
ha‘aretz: As we learned in a mishna (Eduyyot 1:14): An earthenware 
vessel of an am ha ‘aretz shields all kinds of items from the ritual impurity 
imparted by a corpse. There are two applications of this fact: If there are 
objects or foods inside a tightly sealed earthenware vessel located inside 
aroom containing a corpse, the vessel prevents the impurity from reach- 
ing the items inside it. Also, if there is a corpse in the first floor of a house 
and food or vessels are located in a second story of the same building, 
with an opening such as a skylight in the floor between the two stories, 
an earthenware vessel plugging up the opening will prevent the ritual 
impurity from spreading to the second story. This is the statement 
of Beit Hillel. Beit Shammai say: It shields only food, drink,” and 
earthenware vessels, but not utensils of metal, wood, cloth, etc.” 


The mishna continues: Beit Hillel said to Beit Shammai: For what 
reason do you make this distinction? It is clear that a closed, pure earth- 
enware vessel serves as a barrier, blocking the spread of impurity in a 
room with a corpse (see Numbers 19:15). Beit Shammai said to them: 
Because the earthenware vessel itself is impure on account of its con- 
tact with an am ha‘aretz. The Sages decreed that anything touched by 
an am haaretz is impure, since such people are not meticulous or suff- 
ciently knowledgeable about the halakhot of purity; therefore his vessels 
are considered impure. And the principle is that an impure vessel does 
not serve as a barrier from impurity. Beit Hillel said to them: But 
didn’t you declare the food and drink inside the earthenware vessel to 
be pure? If the vessel of an am haaretz cannot serve as a barrier, why do 
you say that some items inside it are pure? Beit Shammai said to them: 
When we declared the food and drink inside it to be pure, 


NOTES 


Who is the tanna that is concerned for antagonism 
of amei ha‘aretz? It is Rabbi Yosei — m7 Kan xa 
NOT DP DT maw: The implication is that the other 
Sages were not concerned about the possibility of 
antagonizing amei haaretz, and did not permit them 
to give testimony. There are different opinions among 
the early commentaries as to whether there is a real 
dispute here, because some maintain that the various 
halakhot with regard to amei haaretz depend on the 
character of the am ha‘aretz involved: Rabbi Yosei 
was lenient only with regard to an am ha‘aretz who 
observes mitzvot and has a sense of basic decency, 
while the other Rabbis were stringent only in the case 
of amei ha‘aretz who had not read Torah or studied 
the Oral Law at all, and who did not possess a mea- 
sure of basic decency. 


And burn a red heifer for himself — mary ma qiw 
way: This detail is not relevant to the trustworthi- 
ness of amei ha‘aretz with regard to sacrificial food, 
but to another established halakha: Amei haaretz are 
trusted with regard to the water of purification of the 
red heifer, as this water was also prepared on behalf of 
all Israel, and it therefore might lead to enmity if the 
amei ha‘aretz were not trusted with it (Turei Aven). 


It shields only food, drink, etc. - by Kox Dyn WX 
nD pHa by D>pix: The Rambam maintains that 
Beit Shammai applies this decree universally, both to 
earthenware vessels belonging to amei haaretz and 
to those of haverim, whereas Rabbeinu Shimshon 
states that the discussion here speaks only of earthen- 
ware vessels owned by amei ha‘aretz. 


HALAKHA 


All people are trusted with regard to the purity of 
wine and oil - paw)» mite by proxy a: Everyone, 
including amei haaretz, is trusted with regard to the 
purity of wine and oil for libations. Therefore, if they 
say it is pure, it is accepted as such (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 11:1). 


Accepting testimony from an am ha‘aretz - nhap 
YT aya Mr: Even though the halakha follows 
Rav Pappa’s ruling that testimony from amei ha'aretz 
is accepted, this applies only to one who observes 
mitzvot, performs acts of kindness, and behaves in 
a generally decent manner, despite the fact that he 
is not versed in either the written Torah or the Oral 
Law. If the above conditions do not apply, the am 
haaretz is assumed to be untrustworthy (Shulhan 
Arukh, Hoshen Mishpat 34:17). 


Shielding from impurity by means of a tightly 
closed vessel - Yna Taya wor Ysa myn: By Torah 
law, all earthenware vessels shield their contents from 
impurity in a room with a corpse if they are tightly 
closed. However, the Sages decreed that such a ves- 
sel shields only food, drink, and other earthenware 
vessels, while clothes and vessels that can be purified 
in a ritual bath are considered impure. In this case 
the halakha follows Beit Shammai, in accordance 
with the reason mentioned to Rabbi Yehoshua, as 
described subsequently in the Gemara, and was 
accepted as halakha in practice (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 23:1). 


1397/1999: HAGIGA: PEREK III:22A 325 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


Perek III 
Daf22 Amud b 


HALAKHA 


An impure bowl and pure dough - ayay maw 
mym mowy: The Sages decreed that if an earthen- 
ware vessel is blocking a hole between the stories of 
a building, with a corpse on the first floor, the vessel 
shields only food and drink in the second story from 
the impurity of the corpse, but not people or metal 
vessels. If such a vessel contains food and drink, the 
vessel is impure with the impurity of seven days, but 
the food and drink it contains remain pure (Rambam 
Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 23:4). 


LANGUAGE 
Pitcher [/ogin] - mib: From the Latin lagena, or, alter- 
natively, derived from the Greek Aáyvvov, lagunos, a 
drinking jug. 
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we declared them pure for the am haaretz himself, not for haverim, 
since haverim in any event do not consider anything touched by an 
am ha'aretz to be pure. A haver would therefore never relate to the 
food of an am ha‘aretz as pure, and he would not use the earthenware 
vessels of an am haaretz for preparation of pure food, since an 
earthenware vessel cannot be purified through immersion. However, 
he might borrow a metal vessel, for instance, and purify it through 
immersion before using it for pure food. 


But how can we purify a vessel of metal and other materials, whose 

purity would be relevant both for you and for him? A haver may one 

day borrow a metal vessel from the am ha‘aretz, and not realize that 
it was once inside an earthenware vessel in the same room as a corpse 

and as a result requires extensive purification from corpse contam- 
ination through the ashes of the red heifer, rather than mere immer- 
sion. Therefore, the am haaretz is informed that his vessels of metal 
and other materials have contracted impurity from the corpse, and 

must undergo the extensive purification process, and after this is 

done these vessels will now be fit for use of the haver after mere 

immersion. 


It is taught in a baraita with regard to this debate between Beit Sham- 
mai and Beit Hillel: Rabbi Yehoshua said: I am ashamed of your 
words, Beit Shammai, for they are illogical. Is it possible that there 
should be a corpse on the first floor, with an earthenware vessel 
blocking the opening to the second story, and a woman is standing 
upstairs kneading dough in a metal bowl, and the woman and the 
bowl are impure for seven days owing to the impurity of the corpse, 
while the dough inside the trough is pure?" For that would be the 
result according to Beit Shammai, who distinguishes between food 
and earthenware vessels on the one hand and metal vessels on the 
other. Similarly: Is it possible that there is a metal pitcher [login]! 
full of liquid in the second story, and the pitcher should be impure 
with impurity of seven days, while the liquids remain pure? 


After Rabbi Yehoshua posed this question, one student from among 
the students of Beit Shammai approached him and said to him: I 
will tell you Beit Shammai’s reasoning. He said to him: Speak. He 
said to him: Does an impure vessel serve as a barrier to corpse 
contamination or does it not serve as a barrier? Rabbi Yehoshua 
said to him: It does not serve as a barrier. The student asked further: 
And is a vessel of an am ha ‘aretz pure or impure? He said to him: 
Impure. The student responded: And if you tell him that his vessel 
is impure, will he pay attention to you at all? Clearly he will not. 
What is more, if you say to him that it is impure, he will say to you: 
On the contrary, my vessel is pure and yours is impure. 


And that is Beit Shammai’s reasoning: Food, drink, and earthen- 
ware vessels inside a sealed earthenware vessel remain pure, as, since 
they belong to an am ha 4aretz, a haver will not eat the food or borrow 
the earthenware vessel. Vessels of metal or similar materials may one 
day be borrowed by a haver, however, and therefore Beit Shammai 
declared these to be impure. 


Once he heard the logic behind Beit Shammai’s opinion, Rabbi 
Yehoshua immediately went and prostrated himself on the graves 
of Beit Shammai, i.e., the students and proponents of Shammai, and 
said: I humble myself before you, bones of Beit Shammai. If 
such clarity and wisdom is found in your rulings that you stated and 
left unexplained, all the more so must this be the case in your 
rulings when they were stated and explained. People said of 
Rabbi Yehoshua: Throughout his days his teeth darkened because 
of all his fasts that he undertook to atone for having spoken 
inappropriately of Beit Shammai. 
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The Gemara returns to its main point. In any event, this mishna 
teaches that the status of the vessels ofan am haaretz is relevant both 
for you and for him. Apparently, then, we haverim may borrow 
vessels from amei haaretz. The question therefore arises: Why are 
the Sages not concerned that amei ha‘aretz may immerse vessels 
inside of other vessels in an inappropriate way, so that they will 
remain unpurified when borrowed by a haver? The Gemara answers: 
For when we haverim borrow vessels from them we immerse them 
before using them." It is therefore inconsequential to us if their 
vessels were not immersed properly beforehand. 


The Gemara asks: If so, let Beit Hillel respond to Beit Shammai. 
They can respond as follows: When we borrow vessels from them 
we immerse them, and that is why we rule that vessels of metal or 
similar materials are pure. The Gemara explains: That dispute is 
referring to the impurity of a corpse. And that which becomes 
impure by proximity to a corpse requires sprinkling of the red 
heifer’s ashes on the third and seventh days of its purification," and 
people do not generally lend vessels for seven days." The solution 
the haver implements of immersing vessels that he borrows from an 
am haaretz is effective only for other impurities, but not for the 
impurity imparted by a corpse. 


The Gemara poses a question with regard to the halakha that a haver 
must immerse vessels that he borrows from an am haaretz: But is it 
so that amei haaretz are not trusted with regard to immersion? 
Isn’t it taught in a baraita: Amei ha‘aretz are trusted with regard to 
the purification process of immersion of that which has become 
impure by contact with a corpse? In addition to being sprinkled 
with purification water on the third and seventh days, a person or 
article that has been in contact with a corpse must also undergo 
immersion on the seventh day. An am haaretz is believed when he 
says that he has performed this immersion. 


The Gemara presents two answers for this question. Abaye said 
one answer: This is not difficult. This baraita, which teaches that an 
am ha aretz is trusted, is referring to the immersion of his body,“ 
whereas this teaching of the Gemara that amei ha‘aretz are not 
trusted concerning immersion deals with his vessels. Rava said 
a different answer: Both this and that, both the baraita and the 
Gemara’s teaching, refer to the vessels of an am haaretz, and it is 
nevertheless not difficult. This baraita, which teaches that an am 
haaretz is trusted, is referring to an am haaretz who said: I never 
immersed one vessel inside another, which is a statement that we 
accept. And this teaching of the Gemara that amei ha‘aretz are not 
trusted deals with one who said: I have immersed vessels inside of 
other vessels, but I did not immerse with a vessel whose mouth 
does not have the width of the tube of a wineskin." It is with regard 
to such details that an am ha‘aretz cannot be trusted. 


NOTES 
And this deals with one who said, | have immersed, but | did 


Vessels for seven days - »1 aya xN: Zekher LaHagiga 
explains that people do not borrow vessels in order to use them 
seven days later. If one borrows a vessel it must therefore be 
because he requires it at that point in time. 


This is referring to his body — 15133 x71: Abaye's reasoning is 
that the purity of his body is important to an am haaretz, as it is 
relevant to the purity of the Temple, but he is not particular about 
the purity of his vessels and therefore does not immerse them 
properly (Siah Yitzhak). 


not immerse...the tube of a wineskin — bax bavn WAX X71 
iat Mpiow>...onbavi xb: The reason the statement of the am 
haaretz is not accepted is not that he is not trusted, because 
according to legal principles he should be believed, since he 
himself offered the information that he immersed vessels inside of 
vessels. However, due to the lack of knowledge of an am ha'aretz, 
we assume that he did not check the vessel carefully at the time, 
and therefore his claim regarding the width of the vessel’s mouth 
is deemed unreliable (Turei Aven). 


HALAKHA 


When we borrow vessels from them we immerse 
them - 179 whau sma pow 2: When a haver bor- 
rows vessels from an am ha‘aretz, he immerses them and 
they become pure when evening arrives (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 23:1). 


Requires sprinkling on the third and seventh days — 
wai why mist wa: In order for one to purify himself 
from the impurity of a corpse, he must be sprinkled 
with the purification waters on the third and seventh 
days after separating from the impurity (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 11:1). 


The trustworthiness of an am ha‘aretz concerning 
the impurity of the dead — nyawa YINT OY may 
mam: If an am haaretz states that he, or a vessel in ‘his 
possession, is pure from the impurity of the dead, he is 
believed. His vessel then requires immersion only from 
the impurity of the am ha‘aretz, and becomes pure after 
sunset (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 11:12). 


:2347 1D: HAGIGA: PEREK III:22B 327 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


NOTES 
The back of a vessel - m'in: In his commentary on the 
mishna, Rashi explains that the back of a vessel refers to 
a part of the vessel's outside that is concave, such as the 
bottom of a vessel with a hollow stem, which can be 
used to contain something. See the Rid, who rejects this 
explanation. 


BACKGROUND 
Rim and handle — (HN) jix: 


Rim and handle of ancient vessel 
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And so it was taught in a baraita to this effect: An am ha'aretz is 
trusted to say that produce has not been made susceptible to 
impurity, i.e., that it has never come into contact with water," but 
he is not trusted to say that the produce has been made suscep- 
tible to impurity but has not actually become impure. This baraita 
shows that amei haaretz are trusted concerning basic facts, but not 
concerning matters that require detailed knowledge and scrupulous 
care. 


The Gemara poses a question with regard to Abaye’s opinion: And 
is an am haaretz really trusted concerning his body, when he claims 
to have immersed? Isn’t it taught in a baraita: Concerning a haver 
who comes before those in charge of sprinkling water of purification 
to be sprinkled with that water, and claims that the requisite three 
days have passed since his contamination by a corpse, they may 
sprinkle upon him immediately. But concerning an am ha ‘aretz 
who comes before them and claims that three days have passed, 
they may not sprinkle upon him until he performs and counts 
in our presence the third day and the seventh day? This shows 
that an am ha‘aretz is not trusted concerning the purity of his own 


body." 


Rather, Abaye said, modifying his previous explanation: Because 
of the stringency that you applied to the am haaretz in his begin- 
ning, i.e., at the beginning of the purification process, by not allow- 
ing him to purify himself without first ensuring that he has not been 
in contact with a corpse for three days, you may be lenient with 
him in his end, in that he is trusted regarding having immersed 
at the end of the seven days, removing the impurity contracted 
through contact with a corpse. 


§ The mishna teaches: The halakhot of the back of a vessel" and its 
inside" apply to vessels used for teruma, but not for sacrificial food. 
The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of: The back and its inside? 


The Gemara explains. As we learned in a mishna (Keilim 25:6): A 
vessel whose back part, as opposed to its inside, was defiled by 
contact with impure liquid. Its back is impure, while its other parts, 
such as its inside, its rim, its ear-shaped handles,’ and its straight 
handles are pure. By Torah law, foods and liquids cannot impart 
ritual impurity to a vessel at all, but by rabbinic law liquids can. In 
order to clarify that it is only a rabbinic decree, they instituted that 
the impurity thereby imparted, if the liquid touched the outside of 
the vessel, should affect only the part touched by the liquid, but not 
its inside or the other parts of its outside. However, if its inside was 
defiled, even by impurity only according to rabbinic law, it is all 
impure. This halakha applies only to teruma, but regarding offerings, 
the defilement of any part of the vessel renders it all impure. 


HALAKHA 


The trustworthiness of an am ha‘aretz concerning food — 
paix by YNI OY my: An am haaretz is believed when he 
says that foods have not been made susceptible to impurity 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Okhalin 16:2). 


An am ha‘aretz and a haver concerning sprinkling — Y1x7 OY 
mia yam: If a haver comes before us to purify himself from 
the impurity of the dead and says that he has already counted 
three days or more, we immediately sprinkle the purification 
waters upon him and his vessels. In the case of an am haaretz, 
however, he must begin a new count in our presence, and we 


sprinkle on him on the third and seventh days of this counting 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 11:2). 


The back and inside of vessels — Jim miny: If the back of a 
vessel came into contact with impure liquids, only its back is 
defiled but not its inside and its handles. This halakha applies 
to non-sacred vessels, and even to vessels used for teruma. In 
the case of sacrificial foods, however, the whole of a vessel 
whose back was defiled by impure liquid becomes impure to 
the second degree (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot 
HaTumot 7:3, 12:2). 
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§ The mishna teaches: And its place for gripping. The Gemara 
asks: What is the meaning of: Place for gripping [beit hatzevita]?™ 
Rav Yehuda said that Shmuel said: It is the place where he grips 
the vessel in order to pass [tzovet] it, a kind of indentation used 
for grasping the vessel. And similarly it states: “And he pinched 
[vayitzbat] some parched corn for her” (Ruth 2:14), which means 
that he gave her a little of the corn. Therefore, the term is referring 
to a place on the vessel used to grasp it. Rabbi Asi said that Rabbi 
Yohanan said: It is the place that fastidious people use for dipping. 
A small receptacle for spices and the like would be attached to the 
sides of vessels for dipping one’s food. 


Rav Beivai taught the following baraita before Rav Nahman: No 
vessels have this difference between the back and inside, whether 
they are vessels used for consecrated foods of the Temple or those 
used for consecrated foods of outlying areas, i.e., outside the 
Temple. In these cases, if one of the parts of the vessel was defiled 
with impure liquids the entire vessel becomes impure. Rav Nahman 
said to him: What are these consecrated foods of outlying areas 
mentioned in the baraita? This term is usually applied to teruma, but 
if so the baraita contradicts the mishna. For didn’t we learn in the 
mishna: The halakhot of the back of a vessel and its inside and its 
place for gripping apply to vessels used for teruma? 


Rav Nahman continued: Perhaps when you said the consecrated 
foods of outlying areas you were not referring to teruma, but rather 
you are speaking of non-sacred food prepared according to the 
standards of purity of sacrificial food, and you called them conse- 
crated foods of outlying areas because this level of purity can be 
observed outside the Temple as well. 


In the course of this discussion Rav Nahman said to Rav Beivai: You 

have now reminded me of something that Rabba bar Avuh said 

concerning this issue: They taught eleven stringencies of sacrificial 

food here in the mishna. The first six apply both to sacrificial food 

and to non-sacred food prepared according to the standards of 
purity of sacrificial food, whereas the last five apply only to sacri- 
ficial foods but not to non-sacred food prepared according to the 

standards of purity of sacrificial food. Rabba bar Avuh’s statement 

therefore corroborates the interpretation of the baraita as dealing 

with non-sacred food prepared according to the standards of purity 
of sacrificial foods. 


§ The mishna teaches: One who carries an object trodden by a zav 
may carry teruma at the same time, if he is careful that neither he 
nor the impure object come into contact with the teruma, but this 
may not be done with sacrificial food. The Gemara asks: Concern- 
ing sacrificial food, what is the reason that he may not carry it? As 
long as contact with the food is prevented, why should he not carry 
sacrificial food as well? The Gemara answers: This enactment was 
made due to an incident that occurred." As Rav Yehuda said that 
Shmuel said: There was once an incident involving someone who 
was transferring a barrel of sacrificial wine from one place to 
another, 


One who carries both an object trodden by a zav and something 
pure — Wp 131) DITA Niaz: A person carrying an object trodden 
by a zav may hold something pure at the same time, including 
teruma, as long as the two do not come into contact with each 


HALAKHA 
other. However, he may not carry sacrificial food together with an 
object trodden by a zav, as the Sages made a decree against this 
due to an incident that occurred (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
She‘ar Avot HaTumot 12:3). 


NOTES 

Place for gripping [beit hatzevita] - Moa¥7 ma: 
It appears that even before the time of the earliest 
commentaries there were two readings of this item, 
beit hatzevia and beit hatzevita. The Gemara’s inter- 
pretations of the term can fit either reading. The 
Rambam and Meiri state that beit hatzevita refers 
to a depression on the vessel where one placed 
his finger [etzba] to grasp it. The Rid explains that 
it was a hollowed-out area on the bottom of the 
vessel, such as the hollow stem of a cup, by which 
it could be held. Fastidious people would hold the 
cup upside down and dip their food in this reverse 
side rather than in the vessel itself. According to 
Rashi, a beit hatzevita is a small receptacle carved 
into the inside base of the vessel, and was used for 
containing dips. 


BACKGROUND 
Place for gripping [beit hatzevita] — Moa¥7 ma: 
Below is a depiction of an ancient vessel that has a 
small area near its rim used to hold small vessels or 
spices. This is one interpretation of the term: Place 
for gripping, since this part of the vessel was also 
used to pick the entire vessel up. 


Vessel with a place for gripping 
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NOTES 

And he picked it up and placed it, etc. — Amam mon 
"131: The early commentaries ask the following question: 
The detached sandal strap should be considered a broken 
part of a vessel, which is not subject to ritual impurity at 
all. Tosefot Rid explains that for this reason an alterna- 
ive reading with masculine endings should be adopted, 
indicating that it was the broken sandal which could no 
onger be worn, which was picked up and placed over 
he barrel (see Meiri). 


On the mouth of the barrel - man 5 by: There is a 
slightly different version of this incident related in the 
Jerusalem Talmud: The barrel he was carrying developed 
a hole and he plugged it up with his sandal. The early 
commentaries point out that this version of the story 
resolves several problems presented by the incident as 
it is recounted here. 


In accordance with whose opinion is this...Rabbi 
Hananya ben Akavya, etc. — S*ApY [2 mAN 931 1312 KI 
^a: The Kesef Mishne addresses the apparent contradic- 
ion in the conclusions of the Rambam. One the one hand, 
he rules in accordance with the mishna regarding one 
who carries sacrificial food, which, the Gemara states, is 
in accordance with Rabbi Hananya’s limitations of decrees 
o situations resembling the original incident. At the same 
ime, however, he rules in accordance with the Sages 
regarding the water of purification. Siah Yitzhak states 
hat the Gemara does not mean to say that the halakha of 
he mishna does not follow the opinion of the Rabbis, but 
merely that here the decree was not extended to other 
circumstances beyond a certain limit, similar to Rabbi 
Hananya's position, but not necessarily in accordance 
with his opinion. Others say it is understandable why the 
decree against carrying an impure sandal with sacrificial 
‘ood was not broadened to teruma as well, in light of 
he Jerusalem Talmud's opinion that the Sages did not 
apply such decrees to those who eat teruma, as they were 
generally meticulous (Yad David). It is also possible to 
explain that the decree concerning the water of purifica- 
tion was not extended to other situations because the 
entire susceptibility of the ashes of purification to ritual 
impurity is only a rabbinic stringency (see Turei Aven). 


An olive-bulk from a corpse was discovered stuck, 
etc. — 13) JNA Ma ND KYA): The early commentaries 
address the fundamental question of why the ashes of 
the red heifer, which are neither a vessel nor food, should 
be susceptible to impurity at all. The answer appears to 
be that the great importance of the purification ashes 
bestows upon them the ability to contract impurity (see 
Turei Aven; Responsa of the Rashba). 
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and the strap of his sandal, which had been rendered ritually 
impure by being trodden by a zav, broke off, and he picked up 
the strap and placed it" on top of the mouth of the barrel," and 
it fell into the airspace of the barrel, thereby rendering the 
entire barrel impure. At that time the Sages said and issued a 
permanent decree that one who carries an object that is impure 
by having been trodden by a zav may carry teruma at the same 
time, but not sacrificial food. 


The Gemara asks: If so, if they prohibited doing so due to that 
incident, they should have made the same decree with regard 
to teruma also, because if the same incident would occur with 
teruma it would defile the teruma as well. The Gemara answers: 
In accordance with whose opinion is this stated? It is that of 
Rabbi Hananya ben Akavya," who said concerning a similar 
issue: They prohibited it only in the Jordan River, and only ina 
boat, in a situation similar to the incident that occurred, which 
triggered the enactment. In his opinion, whenever the Sages 
enacted a decree prohibiting something due to a particular inci- 
dent, they did not extend the prohibition to related cases, but only 
to the same set of circumstances that pertained to that specific 
incident. 


The Gemara presents the background to Rabbi Hananya ben 
Akavya’s statement: What is that enactment that Rabbi Hananya 
ben Akavya was referring to? As it is taught in a baraita: A person 
may not carry the water of purification and the ashes of puri- 
fication and transport them across the Jordan River, and this is 
if he is ona boat. Nor may he stand on one side of the river and 
throw them to the other side. Nor may he float them across the 
river. Nor may he ford the river riding on an animal or on his 
friend and carrying the water or ashes of purification, unless his 
feet are touching the ground as he fords the river. But he may 
transfer them across the river over a bridge without concern 
about transferring them improperly. This decree applies both to 
the Jordan and to other rivers. Rabbi Hananya ben Akavya says: 
The Sages prohibited these acts only in the Jordan River, and 
only ifhe transports them in a boat, and in circumstances exactly 
like those of the incident that occurred." 


The Gemara inquires: What was the incident that occurred? Rav 
Yehuda said that Rav said: There was once an incident involving 
a person who was transferring water of purification and ashes 
of purification in the Jordan, and he was on a boat, and an 
olive-bulk from a corpse was discovered stuck" in the floor of 
the boat, over which the water of purification had passed, thereby 
rendering them impure and invalid. At that time the Sages said: 
A person may not carry water of purification and ashes of puri- 
fication and transport them across the Jordan, and this is if he 
is on a boat. Just as in that case, Rabbi Hananya ben Akavya stated 
that the decree was limited to the specific circumstances of the 
original incident, here too, he would say that since the original 
incident involved sacrificial food and not teruma the Sages did not 
apply the decree to teruma. 


The manner of transporting water of purification - t¥°D 
nyn 2 Dwi: Due to an incident that once occurred, the 
Sages decreed that one may not transfer either the water of 
purification or the ashes of purification over a river on a boat, nor 


HALAKHA 


should they be floated over the water, nor should they be thrown 
to the other side of the river. But it is permitted to traverse the 
water on foot or over a bridge, in accordance with the opinion 
of the Rabbis (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 10:2). 
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Several dilemmas were raised before the scholars: It is clear that 
this halakha, like the incident itself, applies to an object that has 
actually contracted impurity by being trodden by a zav, such as an 
impure sandal. But if it is a pure sandal, what is the halakha?" 
Is the decree so far-reaching as to include a prohibition against 
carrying even a pure sandal together with sacrificial food? Similarly, 
the halakha certainly applies to an open barrel, where there is a 
danger that the sandal may enter the airspace of the barrel, as in 
the original incident, but if it was a closed barrel, where there 
is no such danger, what is the halakha? Does the decree apply in 
this case as well? Another question: If someone transgressed this 
decree and carried an impure sandal together with sacrificial food, 
what is the halakha?" Did the Sages decree that the sacrificial food 
would become defiled because their decree was transgressed or 
not? 


The Gemara presents a conclusion for the last dilemma. Rabbi Ila 
said: If one transgressed and carried sacrificial food together with 
an impure sandal, it is indeed rendered impure. Rabbi Zeira said: 
If he transgressed and carried sacrificial food in this manner, it is 
still pure. 


§ The mishna states: Vessels that were fashioned and completed 
in purity require immersion for sacrificial food but not for teruma. 
The Gemara asks: Who completed the work of these vessels? If we 
say that it was a haver, an individual who is meticulous about the 
halakhot of ritual purity, who completed them, why should they 
require immersion, given that he is meticulous about the halakhot 
of purity? 


Rather, it must mean that an am ha‘aretz completed them. But 
can one call these vessels completed in purity? The very touch of 
an am haaretz renders them impure. Rabba bar Sheila said that 
Rav Mattana said that Shmuel said: Actually, the mishna is deal- 
ing with vessels that a haver completed, and the Sages declared 
them impure for sacrificial food due to a concern that the spittle’ 
ofan am ha‘aretz might have fallen on them, which would render 
them impure if he were a zav." 


The Gemara asks: When did this hypothetical spittle fall on the 
vessel? If we say it was before he completed the vessel, in that case 
it is not yet a vessel, and therefore cannot contract impurity at 
that stage at all. Rather, it must have sprayed onto the vessel after 
he completed it. But at that point, since he is a haver, he is careful 
about it. He would ensure that no spittle would fall on it, so there 
is no danger that it might have become defiled. The Gemara 
responds: Actually, we must explain that the spittle fell before he 
completed it, when the haver was not yet guarding it against impu- 
rity, and the Sages were concerned that perhaps at the moment 
when he completed the vessel the spittle was still moist, and thus 
still capable of defiling the finished vessel, for the continued pres- 
ence of the spittle on the vessel might have escaped the attention 
of the haver craftsman. 


The Gemara comments: The mishna states that the vessel requires 
immersion, implying: Immersion, yes," but the setting of the sun 
after immersion, not," i.e., it is considered pure immediately after 
immersion, even though generally the purification engendered by 
immersion does not take effect until sunset. 


HALAKHA 


Immersing vessels that were completed in purity - Dhany if they were made by a learned person. For teruma, however, the 


moa mya: For sacrificial food, vessels that were completed 
in purity require immersion, but not the setting of the sun, even 


vessels may be used without immersion (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot She‘ar Avot HaTumot 12:6). 


NOTES 


A pure sandal, what is the halakha - mn 7710 Sano: 
The question is that since the original incident involved a 
sandal it is reasonable to assert that the decree included 
all sandals (see Siah Yitzhak and Rashash). 


If someone transgressed and carried, what is the hala- 
kha — mma x3) Tay: In Siah Yitzhak it is explained that the 
Gemara asks this question only concerning this particular 
case, not the previous stringencies listed in the mishna, 
as it was clear to the Sages of the Talmud that in those 
other cases the item in question is impure even after 
the fact. The question arises only in this case because 
here the decree was instituted as a result of a specific 
incident. In Zekher LaHagiga, however, the exact opposite 
approach is taken, i.e., that the Gemara assumes that the 
other cases are not considered impure if the relevant 
stringency was not followed. This is because the other 
cases do not involve a concern for actual impurity but 
involve merely a far-fetched safeguard, whereas here 
it is possible that the food in the barrel may actually 
become impure. 


Spittle — x1»: This Aramaic word has various meanings. 
It often refers to a pipe or spout for flowing water. Here 
it is used in a similar sense, to refer to a spray of spittle. 


Immersion, yes - pX map: Tosafot ask how it is 
inferred from the mishna that the setting of the sun is 
not necessary. Turei Aven answers that the mishna could 
have stated simply that these vessels are impure, and it 
would be obvious that they require immersion. Since 
the mishna says instead that they “require immersion,’ it 
must be emphasizing that it requires immersion alone 
and nothing else. 


due to the fact that the spittle of a zav might have defiled 
it, this line in the Gemara seems difficult, because such 
defilement by a zav does indeed require the setting of 
the sun. The Turei Aven answers that the possibility of 
spittle on the vessel not drying until the vessel is com- 
pleted is actually a far-fetched concern, and therefore the 
required immersion is merely a stringency, to maintain 
extra purity. Therefore, the principles of the spittle of a 
zav were not applied to the fullest extreme. 
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A tube cut for the water of purification - mpiaw 
neem ADnnw: One who cuts a reed tube for the 
water of purification should first defile it and sub- 
sequently immerse and use it, in accordance with 
Rabbi Yehoshua, as the halakha follows his opinion 
in opposition to Rabbi Eliezer (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Para Aduma 1:15). 


They would render impure the priest who burns 
the red heifer — mAT nee [NW DT Nx VI Prava: 
Because the Sadducees claimed that actions per- 
formed on the red heifer are valid only if carried out 
by those for whom the sun has set after their immer- 
sion, the members of the court during the time of the 
Second Temple would defile the priest designated 
for burning the heifer by touching him with a dead 
creeping animal or something similar. He would then 
immerse and go on to burn the heifer. This was done 
as a public demonstration that the Sadducee opinion 
was not accepted as halakha (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Para Aduma 1:14). 


NOTES 


To counter the opinion of the Sadducees — rovind 
ppn by abn: The Sadducees claimed that those 
who are involved with the preparation of the red 
heifer must be entirely pure. The Sages, however, 
expounded that the words “the clean person” (Num- 
bers 19:18-19) mean that he must be pure to a certain 
degree, even if he is not completely pure. In order to 
emphasize and publicize their opinion, the Sages 
would intentionally defile those who would handle 
the red heifer and subsequently immerse them, 
despite the fact that a wholly pure person was, of 
course, also fit for the task. Since this act constituted 
a certain detraction from the strict purity of the water 
of purification, the Sages added many decrees to 
the purity of the red heifer, to ensure that the rite 
would be carried out with the utmost regard to the 
halakhot of purity. 


332 


HAGIGA : PEREK III: 23A ° 33497315 


TPI yan andy vane KYT png 
ARIK Ww DT nen manne 
NID? İK VPI 137 TA bia 
AKO ADOT A PN biao JIN) 
p 5 mab - san ASNT Koby 
2 fn X72- VISTO ANN xox 

bgp) way NI Diay KaD? wir» 


TON TAD NIVAN KPY a TET TN 


war van aapna ody Sxinw 
KGE nino DoT. Y INT OT TY 
tet xa wd xt - AAYY apa 
Ima wat Vie - ASNT ws det 
Kya 04 moans apa 5 adiyd 

son minh pry maDNT 


KDRT WT - Dwi va xnbwa 
PPTs KTDI 


NN VVT T NY VI PRAVA NT 
vaw ppity bw bn Toyib mI 
EYI TN WAW IYA DIN 


KDVI ATAK ne dy vad by 
KIRTI- WOW IWI PYA Koya 
xnbya INY ON ox rong? XPD 


ieee ora 


INY 


The Gemara asks: If so, the mishna is not in accordance with the 
opinion of Rabbi Eliezer. As we learned in a mishna (Para 5:4): 
Regarding a tube of reed, which one cut for storing ashes of purifi- 
cation,” Rabbi Eliezer says: He should immerse it immediately; 
Rabbi Yehoshua says: He should first render it impure by touching 
it to an actual source of impurity and only after that immerse it. And 
we discussed the mishna’s case, asking: Who cut this tube? If we 
say a haver cut it, why do I need immersion? The haver prepared 
it with the strictest adherence to the halakhot of purity. Rather, it 
must be that an am haaretz cut it. But in that case, would Rabbi 
Yehoshua say that he should first render it impure and only then 
immerse it? Isn’t it already impure, due to the handling of the am 
ha‘aretz? 


And in response to this question, Rabba bar Sheila said that Rav 
Mattana said that Shmuel said: Actually, the case is that a haver 
cut it, and the reason it requires immersion is because the Sages 
were concerned that the spittle of an am ha‘aretz might have 
touched it. The Gemara asks: When did this hypothetical spittle fall 
on the tube? If we say it was before he cut the tube, in that case it 
is not yet a vessel and therefore cannot contract impurity at that 
stage. Rather, it must have sprayed onto the vessel after he com- 
pleted it. But at that point, since he is a haver, he is careful about it 
and would ensure that no spittle would fall on it, so there is no danger 
that it might have become impure. The Gemara responds: Actually 
we must explain that the spittle fell before he cut it, and the Sages 
were concerned that perhaps at the moment when he cut the tube 
the spittle was still moist, and thus still capable of rendering the 
finished tube impure. 


The Gemara continues: Granted, according to Rabbi Yehoshua it 
is found that there is an act of recognition performed in opposition 
to the Sadducees, in order to demonstrate that the Sages do not take 
their opinions into account. 


As we learned in a mishna (Para 3:7): They would render impure 
the priest who burns the red heifer," in order to counter the 
opinion of the Sadducees,’ who used to say: The ritual of the red 
heifer was to be performed by those who had experienced sunset 
after their immersion. The Sadducee opinion was that all those 
involved in the preparation of the red heifer must be completely pure, 
having undergone immersion as well as having waited until after 
sunset, when the purification takes full effect. The Sages, however, 
maintain that the red heifer may be prepared by people immediately 
after immersion, without waiting for sunset. In order to clearly 
demonstrate their rejection of the Sadducee opinion they would 
deliberately defile the people involved with preparing the red heifer 
and then immerse them. It is for this reason as well that Rabbi 
Yehoshua ruled that the tube must be rendered impure before it is 
immersed. 


But according to Rabbi Eliezer, granted, if you say that generally, 
the setting of the sun is required after a vessel is completed, it is 
found that there is some act of recognition in opposition to the 
Sadducees, as according to him, the tube used for the red heifer 
ashes, which should normally have required the setting of the sun, is 
used without waiting for sunset. But if you say that generally the 
setting of the sun is not required to remove the impurity caused by 
the touch of an am ha'aretz, and immersion alone is sufficient, what 
act of recognition in opposition to the Sadducees is there here? It 
must be, therefore, that Rabbi Eliezer requires the setting of the sun 
for purification from the impurity imparted by an am ha aretz. There- 
fore, the mishna, which implies that immersion alone is sufficient, 
does not accord with Rabbi Eliezer’s opinion. 


Rav said: Indeed, Rabbi Eliezer does not require the setting of the 
sun for vessels that have been completed in purity, but there is nev- 
ertheless a demonstrative sign that the opinion of the Sadducees is 
rejected, 
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as they treated the tube with severity as though it had been 
rendered impure by contact with a dead creeping animal. There- 
fore, in not requiring the setting of the sun they made it noticeable 
that they were opposed to the Sadducees. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty. However, if that is so, that the tube 
is treated as if defiled by a creeping animal, it should not render 
a person impure," as something defiled by a creeping animal is 
impure to the first degree of ritual impurity, which cannot impart 
ritual impurity to people. Why, then, is it taught in a baraita: The 
one who cuts and immerses the tube for the red heifer ashes 
requires immersion himself, which shows that the tube does 
defile people? But rather, say that they treated it as something 
made impure by contact with a corpse, for such objects do defile 
people as well. The Gemara asks: If that is so, the tube should 
also require the sprinkling of the water of purification on the 
third and seventh days of its purification, like all things defiled 
by a corpse. 


Why, then, is it taught in a baraita: The one who cuts and 
immerses it" requires immersion, which indicates that immer- 
sion for the tube, yes, this is required, but sprinkling of the third 
and the seventh day, no. Rather, you must say that they treated 
it as something made impure by contact with a corpse that is 
already in its seventh day, after its sprinklings, when it is still 
impure and imparts impurity to those who touch it, but requires 
only immersion and no further sprinkling. 


The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in a baraita: The Sages never 
made any innovations in the halakhot of impurity with regard 
to the red heifer procedure." In other words, although the Sages 
added stringencies to the red heifer procedure, they never created 
new halakhot for it that do not exist elsewhere in other areas of 
halakha. We have said that the tube is treated as if it had had 
contact with a corpse even though it did not; this is an innovation 
that is not found anywhere else. 


The Gemara answers: Abaye said: When they said that the Sages 
did not make innovations, they were not referring to something 
of this nature, but meant that they did not say that a spade upon 
which a zav sits can become impure as a seat. They thereby 
preserved the basic halakhot of impurity, as it is taught in a 
baraita: It states with regard to a zav: “And he who sits on any 
object whereon the zav sits shall wash his clothes and bathe 
himself in water, and be unclean until the evening” (Leviticus 
15:6). One might have thought that if a zav turned over a vessel 
used to measure ase‘a" and sat on it, or if he turned over a vessel 
used to measure a tarkav,' i.e., a half-se‘a, and sat on it, that the 
vessel should be rendered impure as a seat upon which a zav sat. 


The baraita concludes: Therefore, the verse states: “And he who 
sits on any object whereon the zav sits...and be unclean until 
the evening” (Leviticus 15:6). The wording of the verse indicates 
that it is speaking of an object that is designated for sitting, i.e., 
upon which people generally sit, excluding such a vessel for 
which we would say to someone sitting on it: Stand up, so we 
can do our work. A spade and a measuring bowl, then, are not 
subject to the impurity of the seat of a zav, even if a zav sat on 
them. Rather, they are considered to be on the lower level of 
impurity transmitted through simple contact with a zav. The 
same halakha was applied to the vessels used in preparation of 
the red heifer; the Sages did not add stringency and decree that 
a vessel not generally used for sitting should be considered as the 
seat of a zav. 


NOTES 


It should not render a person impure - 07% Kavan x: 
The Turei Aven asks: The principle is that the Sages did not 
apply the ordinary decreasing levels of impurity regarding 
the red heifer (see Mishna, Para 12:7-8), so that there is no 
difference between the first and second degrees of ritual 
impurity. Rather, an impure object can defile another object, 
which can in turn defile another, even up to the hundredth 
object. In light of this, why does the Gemara find difficulty 
with the tube defiling a person? Zekher LaHagiga answers 
that the above applies only to definite impurity, whereas 
here the impurity of the tube is only a decree made in order 
to demonstrate the rejection of the Sadducee opinion. 


The Sages never made any innovations with regard to 
the red heifer procedure — 7192 337 WPN x: Although 
the Sages instituted numerous decrees and stringencies 
concerning the purity of the red heifer beyond the ordinary 
halakhot of offerings, the method of these decrees was to 
apply to the water of purification stringencies found else- 
where, even in situations where they would not normally 
be applied, without innovating any new type of impurity. 
Abaye's response is that this principle means that whenever 
they applied a particular halakha they followed the prin- 
ciples of that halakha in its original context. This does not, 
however, contradict the fact that the Sages also instituted 
decrees for the heifer that cannot be found elsewhere. 


HALAKHA 

The one who cuts and immerses it, etc. — ayam manin 
^y: The one who cuts and immerses a tube made for 
ashes of the red heifer becomes ritually impure thereby. He 
requires immersion, but not sprinkling on the third and sev- 
enth days, as the Sages treated the tube as a vessel defiled 
by a corpse on its seventh day (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Para Aduma 1:15). 


If a zav turned over a vessel used to measure a sea, etc. — 
^3 AD 793: If a zav trod upon a vessel that is not desig- 
nated for lying, sitting, or riding, even if the vessel is fit for 

such a use, it remains pure, as it is designated for other uses. 
Therefore, if a zav turned over a vessel used to measure a se'a 

and sat on it, it is not defiled by the ritual impurity imparted 

by treading (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 

UMoshav 7:8). 


LANGUAGE 
Tarkav - 371M: A tarkav is a vessel used to measure a half- 
sea. The early commentaries explained it as being derived 
from the words two [trei] and kav, i.e., two kav plus another 
kav, three kav in all; for a se'a consists of six kav. It is likely, 
however, that it is derived from the Greek tpixaBo<, trikabos, 
meaning three kabos. 
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HALAKHA 


A vessel combines — 13/2 bon: Ifa vessel was filled with sepa- 
rate items, such as produce, and something impure touches 
one of them, all its contents are defiled in the case of sacrificial 
food, but not in the case of teruma. This stringency is from a 
decree of the Sages (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot 
HaTumot 12:7). This is in accordance with Rabbi Yohanan (see 
24a) rather than Rabbi Hanin here, as the former was greater 
than him in Torah (Kesef Mishne). 


Combining with regard to the ashes of the red heifer — yvy 
i797 TNA: If something impure touches part of the ashes of 
the red heifer, it disqualifies all of the ashes (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 13:5). 


NOTES 


A vessel combines - 99%) bom: In other words, the vessel 
turns all of its contents into a single unit, even if they are not 
physically connected to one another. The later commentaries 
discuss whether this principle applies only if the items in the 
vessel are of the same type, or also if the items therein are 
different types of objects. The later commentaries likewise 
address the issue of whether the vessel combines only those 
items that were inside it when the impurity touched one 
of them, or whether something added later also contracts 
impurity as though it had been present when the initial items 
became impure (see Turei Aven and Zekher LaHagiga). 


Rabbi Akiva added.. .flour, etc. - 13) nyon KPI PIT: 

See Tosafot, who cite several sources which state that the 
halakha that frankincense and coals can contract ritual impu- 
rity, despite being neither vessels nor food, is derived from a 
particular verse in the Torah. Rabbi Akiva adds that not only 
are they susceptible to impurity, but the halakha of combin- 
ing in a vessel applies to them as well. The Gemara states 
that this is impurity by rabbinic law. They infer this from the 
comparison to the ashes of the red heifer, which certainly are 
not combined by being in a single vessel according to Torah 
law, either because they are not included in the verse “One 
golden pan, full of incense” (see Turei Aven), or because their 
entire impurity is undoubtedly rabbinic in nature (see Rid). 


Perek III 
Daf24 Amuda 


NOTES 


It is necessary only for the remainders of the meal-offering — 
ama ypwd xx xO] xd: It is stated in the Jerusalem Talmud 
hat this ‘applies only to the remainders of the meal- offering, 
because even though they do not need a vessel presently, 
hey did at a previous time, i.e., before the scooping of the 
fistful. Items that never required a vessel, however, cannot 
be subject to combining in a vessel even by rabbinic law. It is 
specified there that the coals combined in a vessel refers only 
o the coals used on Yom Kippur, which require a special pan, 
but not to other coals. 
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§ The mishna states: A vessel combines" all the food that is in 
it with regard to sacrificial food but not with regard to teruma. 
The Gemara asks: From where are these matters derived? What 
is the source for this stringency? Rabbi Hanin said: The verse 
states with regard to the sacrificial donations of the tribal princes: 
One golden pan of ten shekels, full ofincense” (Numbers 7:14), 
which teaches us that the verse treats everything inside the pan 
as one unit, even if the items are not attached to each other. 


Rav Kahana raised an objection against this based on the mishna 
that teaches (Eduyyot 8:1): Rabbi Akiva added to the list of it 
items that are considered combined when in the same vessel 
fine flour," incense, frankincense, and coals, saying that if one 
who immersed himself that day but has not waited until sunset 
touched a part of the contents of a vessel containing these sub- 
stances, all of the vessel's contents are disqualified, as the vessel 
combines them. 


Isn't this halakha that these substances are considered combined 

by rabbinic law? From where do we know that this is so? From 

the fact that it teaches in the first clause of that mishna: Rabbi 

Shimon ben Beteira testified with regard to ashes of purifica- 
tion in a vessel that if an impure person or object touched part 

of it, it renders all of it impure." The purification ashes of the red 

heifer are neither food nor a sacrificial item, so Rabbi Hanin’s 

verse does not apply to the ashes, and the vessel certainly does 

not combine the ashes together by Torah law, but by rabbinic law. 
And it is taught immediately following this: Rabbi Akiva added, 
which shows that Rabbi Akiva’s halakha, like the previous halakha, 
deals with an additional level of impurity instituted by the Sages 

rather than a Torah law. 


Reish Lakish said in the name of Bar Kappara: 


Rabbi Akiva’s testimony is not needed to teach the basic halakha 
that a vessel combines its ingredients, which is Torah law; it is 
necessary only for the remainders of the meal-offering,’ the 
part of a meal-offering left over after a fistful of it and its frankin- 
cense have been sacrificed on the altar, which is eaten by a priest. 
In such a case the halakha of combining applies only by rabbinic 
law, for by Torah law only when an item requires a vessel in 
order for it to be sanctified does the vessel combine it with regard 
to impurity, even if its parts are not touching each other. But 
in the case of something that does not require a vessel," the 
vessel does not combine it. The remainder of a meal-offering no 
longer requires a vessel, since it is given to a priest after the fistful 
is sacrificed, so the flour in a vessel would not be considered 
combined according to Torah law. 


Requires a vessel.. 


.that does not require a vessel — 


HALAKHA 
ps Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot HaTumot 12:8). The Ra'avad 


139 PY pRw.. 2: If there are two separate items in a ves- 
sel, with a third item between them, and one of them was 
defiled, if the object between them is one that requires a 
vessel, the vessel combines them and everything is defiled. 
But if that object does not require a vessel, only the part 
that came into contact with the impurity is defiled; the 
impurity is not transferred throughout the vessel (Rambam 


disagrees with this understanding of the halakha, and states 
that a third item does not constitute a separation between 
the other two, even if that item does not require a vessel. 
Rather, things that require a vessel are always combined 
by a vessel containing them. Only the object that does not 
need the vessel remains pure, although it is situated in the 
middle. 
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And the Sages came and decreed that even if something does not 
require a vessel, such as the leftover flour of the meal-offering, the 
vessel nevertheless combines it. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: It works out well in the case of flour, 
which can be said to refer to the flour left over from meal-offerings, but 
with regard to incense and frankincense, what is there to say? In these 
cases a vessel is certainly required, but if the halakha of combining 
applies to them from the Torah, why did Rabbi Akiva include them in 
his list? Rav Nahman said that Rabba bar Avuh said: For example, if 
he piled them up on a leather board [kartavla],' rather than in a 
containing vessel. By Torah law a vessel that has an inside combines 
its ingredients, but one that is flat and does not have an inside does 
not combine." And the Sages came and decreed that even if it does 
not have an inside it nevertheless combines what is placed on it. 


The Gemara comments: And this opinion of Rabbi Hanin’s, that impu- 
rity by combining is derived from the Torah, disagrees with the opinion 
of Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba. For Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said that Rabbi 
Yohanan said in reference to our mishna: This mishna was taught 
based on Rabbi Akiva’s testimony. In other words, the mishna’s teach- 
ing that a vessel combines its contents follows the statement of Rabbi 
Akiva, indicating that it is by rabbinic law, unlike Rabbi Hanin, who said 
that it is based on a source from the Torah. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: The fourth degree of impurity, with 
regard to sacrificial food, is disqualified." It is taught in a baraita: 
Rabbi Yosei said: From where is it derived with regard to the fourth 
degree of ritual impurity, that with regard to sacrificial food it is dis- 
qualified? It is a logical derivation, by a fortiori: If one who is lacking 
atonement, an impure person who is obligated to bring an offering to 
complete his purification process, who is permitted to eat teruma, is 
nevertheless disqualified with regard to the consumption of sacrificial 
food, as specified in the Torah, then concerning something that is 
impure to the third degree of ritual impurity, which is disqualified if it 
is teruma, is it not right that it should engender a fourth degree of 
ritual impurity when it touches sacrificial food? Therefore, we have 
learned that there is a third degree of impurity with regard to sacrificial 
food from the Torah, and that there is a fourth degree of impurity from 
a fortiori reasoning. 


The above baraita taught that there is a third degree of impurity for 
sacrificial food from the Torah. The Gemara asks: From where is this 
derived? As it is written: “And the meat that touches any impure thing 
shall not be eaten” (Leviticus 7:19). Is it not so that we are not dealing 
in that verse with meat that touches any “impure thing” at all, even if it 
touched something that is of the second degree of ritual impurity, 
which is also called an “impure thing”? And yet the Merciful One states 
with regard to that meat, which having touched a second-degree impu- 
rity is now impure to the third degree: “It shall not be eaten,’ meaning 
that it has been rendered unfit due to impurity. And as for the baraita’s 
statement that the fourth level of impurity is derived by an a fortiori 
inference — it is as we said just above, the a fortiori inference put forth 
by Rabbi Yosei. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: And with regard to teruma, if one of 
one’s hands became impure with impurity by rabbinic law that renders 
only the hands impure, its counterpart, the other hand, remains pure. 
But with regard to sacrificial food, if one hand becomes impure he must 
immerse them both. Rav Sheizevi said: When they said that with 
regard to sacrificial food a hand that is rendered impure renders the 
other hand impure as well, they taught this only for a situation when 
the pure hand is in contact’ with the sacrificial food when the impure 
hand touches it. But if the pure hand is not in contact with the sacrificial 
food, no, the pure hand is not rendered impure by touching the impure 
hand. According to Rav Sheizevi, the Sages enacted the decree that one 
hand renders the other impure because they were concerned that the 
impure hand may have touched the sacrificial food directly without 
being noticed. Therefore, the decree applies only when the pure hand 
is touching the sacrificial food. 


LANGUAGE 


Leather board [kartavla] - xbavip: Probably 
derived from the Greek kataBonn, katbolè, mean- 
ing the laying of a foundation. 


NOTES 


One that is flat and does not have an inside does 
not combine - 1¥1 yx Tin b pX: According to 
the Gemara’s conclusion that the entire principle 
of combining in a vessel is by rabbinic law, Rabbi 
Akiva adds that vessels combine their contents even 
with regard to impurity imparted by one who has 
immersed himself during the day, before the sun sets 
(Siah Yitzhak, based on Rabbi Ovadya MiBartenura; 
see Zekher LaHagiga for an alternative explanation 
of this whole discussion). 


They taught this only when the pure hand is in 
contact — 138 pana: There are different explana- 
ions of the term: In contact, in this context. Rashi 
maintains that it means that the pure hand is in 
contact with sacrificial foods when the impure hand 
‘ouches the pure hand. The Meiri, however, explains 
hat it means that the pure hand is touching the 
impure hand when the latter is still in contact with 
he item that is making it impure. This is also how 
he Ramban appears to understand the Ra’avad’s 
opinion. Rabbeinu Hananel, the Ba'al HaMaor, and 
he Ramban give yet another interpretation: In 
contact, means that the impure hand defiles the 
pure one only if it actually comes into contact with 
it, as opposed to the pure hand becoming impure 
automatically by virtue of the other hand's impurity. 
See the Ramban, who cites proofs for this opin- 
ion. This also appears to be the explanation of the 
geonim for this passage. The Gemara’s citation of the 
dispute between Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish 
immediately after this discussion fits in well with 
this opinion. 


HALAKHA 
The fourth degree of ritual impurity — mar) w: 
The fourth degree of ritual impurity is unfit with 
regard to sacrificial food, although it does not convey 
impurity to others items, but it is pure with regard 
to teruma (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot She'ar Avot 
HaTumot 12:11). 
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NOTES 


A dry hand - 712133 1: The Ba'al HaMaor explains the term dry 
hand here to mean a single hand that has not been immersed 
and is therefore still impure, as opposed to a hand that has 
been immersed, removing its impurity. See the Meiri, who 
notes that the Rambam’s ruling seems to combine several 
different interpretations of this passage. 


They taught that one hand renders the other impure only 
if it is his own hand, etc. -= ^3) 17 xx nw x»: Many early 
commentaries interpret these words, or they may even have 
a textual reading that states explicitly, that one hand defiles 
the other only if they are in contact, referring to Rabbeinu 
Hananel’s explanation of that expression cited earlier. Based 
on this interpretation, they infer that the halakha follows 
Rav Sheizevi, as it emerges that both Reish Lakish and Rabbi 
Yohanan agree with his opinion (Rabbeinu Hananel; geonim; 
see Ramban). However, according to those explanations that 
understand: In contact, differently, as cited above, it is clear that 
the dispute of Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish is not related to 
Rav Sheizevi's statement. 


HALAKHA 

A dry hand - aaa mygg T: The Rambam (Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 12:12) states that if one of one’s hands is 
impure and wet, the other hand becomes impure as well, even 
if the two hands did not touch at all, and they must both be 
purified before touching sacrificial food. The Ra’avad, however, 
holds that the wet hand must touch the other one in order to 
render it impure. 


Perek III 
Daf24 Amud b 


HALAKHA 

One hand renders its counterpart impure - 7x7 7 
mmyan: If one whose hand was impure by rabbinic law 
touches his other hand or that of another person, it confers 
third-degree impurity on that other hand. He should therefore 
not touch sacrificial food with that second hand, in accordance 
with Rabbi Yohanan and Reish Lakish (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 12:12). 
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Abaye raised an objection to Rav Sheizevi from the following 
teaching: Even a dry hand" that is impure renders its counter- 
part, i.e., the other hand, impure, to the extent that the second 
hand will now render impure any food that it touches.” This is 
true with regard to sacrificial food but not with regard to teruma. 
This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Yosei, son 
of Rabbi Yehuda, says: The second hand is not rendered impure 
to such a severe extent. It can merely disqualify sacrificial food 
that it touches, by rendering it impure to the fourth degree, but 
not render it impure with third-degree impurity. 


Granted, if you say that the second hand becomes impure even 
when it is not in contact with the sacrificial food, this would 
explain the noteworthiness of a dry hand rendering its counter- 
part impure. It teaches that even though normally a dry hand 
would not render another hand impure, the Sages nevertheless 
declared it impure with regard to sacrificial food. But if you say 
that when the second hand is in contact with sacrificial food, yes, 
the decree that the second hand becomes impure applies, lest 
the impure hand touch the sacrificial food directly, but when it 
is not in contact, no, the decree does not apply, then what is the 
noteworthiness of stating that it applies in the case of a dry 
hand? 


It was also stated that amora’im disputed a similar issue: Reish 
Lakish said: They taught that one hand renders the other impure 
only if the second hand is his own hand," 


but an impure hand does not render impure the hand of another. 
And Rabbi Yohanan said: An impure hand renders another 
hand impure whether it is his own hand or the hand of another, 
provided the second hand is touched by the same hand that 
came into contact with the impurity. Moreover, the impure hand 
affects the food it touches only to disqualify it, but not to render 
it impure. 


The Gemara elaborates on Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion. From where 
did he learn this? From the fact that it teaches in a latter clause 
in the mishna: For one renders its counterpart, i.e., the other 
hand, impure" with regard to sacrificial food but not with regard 
to teruma. Why do I need this phrase as well? It was already 
taught in the first clause that one hand renders the other hand 
impure with regard to sacrificial food. Rather, must one not 
conclude from this added phrase that it comes to include the 


rendering impure of the hand of another as well as his own other 
hand? 


The Gemara observes: And Reish Lakish, too, retracted his own 
opinion in favor of Rabbi Yohanan’s opinion. For Rabbi Yona 
said that Rabbi Ami said that Reish Lakish said: The decree 
that one hand renders another impure applies whether it is his 
own hand or the hand of another, provided the second hand is 
touched by the same hand that came into contact with the impu- 
rity. Moreover, the impure hand affects the food it touches only 
to disqualify render it, but not to render it impure. 
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The Gemara comments: And this opinion, that an impure hand 
affects the sacrificial food only to disqualify it but not to render it 
impure, is a dispute between tanna’im. As we learned in a mishna 
(Yadayim 3:2): Anything that disqualifies teruma by contact with 
it, i.e., anything that is impure at least to the second degree, renders 
the hands impure to the second degree. And furthermore, a hand 
that is impure to the second degree renders its counterpart, the 
other hand, impure; this is the statement of Rabbi Yehoshua. 
But the Rabbis say: Hands themselves are impure to the second 
degree," and that which is impure to the second degree cannot 
impart second-degree impurity to something else with regard to 
non-sacred food. 


From the Rabbis’ response to Rabbi Yehoshua it is clear that the 
latter’s opinion is that the second hand is indeed rendered impure to 
the second degree, imparting third-degree impurity to sacrificial food 
that it touches. Moreover: What, is it not correct to infer from the 
Rabbis’ words that it is impurity to the second degree that the first 
hand does not impart to for the second hand by touching it, but 
impurity to the third degree it does impart to the second hand? 
The second hand would thus only disqualify the sacrificial food that 
it touches by imparting to it a fourth-degree impurity. Therefore, 
the Rabbis and Rabbi Yehoshua are arguing about this very point: 
Does the second hand only disqualify sacrificial food by imparting 
to it fourth-degree impurity, or does it render the food impure with 
third-degree impurity? 


The Gemara rejects this proof: Perhaps the Rabbis meant that the 
first hand does not impart impurity to the second hand to either the 
second or the third degree, for in their opinion one impure hand 
does not defile the other hand at all, in contradiction to the mishna, 
whereas the opinion expressed in the mishna would be following 
Rabbi Yehoshua. 


Rather, the issue of which degree of impurity is imparted to the 
second hand is like the following dispute between tanna’im, as it is 
taught in the baraita cited earlier: Even a dry hand that is impure 
renders its counterpart, i.e., the other hand, impure to the extent 
that the second hand will now render impure food that it touches. 
This is true with regard to sacrificial food but not with regard to 
teruma. This is the statement of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi. Rabbi Yosei, 
son of Rabbi Yehuda, says: The second hand is not rendered impure 
to such a severe extent. It can merely disqualify sacrificial food that 
it touches, by making it impure to the fourth degree, but not render 
it impure to the third degree. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: One may eat dry foods, i.e., foods that 
have never been wetted and are thus not susceptible to impurity, with 
impure hands in the case of teruma, but not in the case of sacrificial 
food. It is taught in a baraita that there is a difficulty with this state- 
ment of the mishna: Rabbi Hanina ben Antigonus said: Now, is 
there such a possibility as dry food, i.e., food that is not susceptible 
to impurity, with regard to sacrificial food? Is it not so that the rever- 
ence accorded to sacrificial food itself renders it fit to contract 
impurity" even if it has never been in contact with liquid at all? All 
sacrificial food is thus automatically susceptible to impurity, and 
whether it is dry, i.e., it has never been wetted, or not is irrelevant. 


The Gemara answers: No, it is necessary for the mishna to state this. 
And the case is not one of dry sacrificial food, as was first assumed. 
Rather, the mishna is dealing with a case in which, for example, his 
friend inserted sacrificial food or teruma into his mouth, or, alter- 
natively, a case in which he inserted it into his own mouth by means 
ofa spindle or whorl,” which are wooden vessels without recepta- 
cles that cannot contract impurity. In either event the food arrives in 
his mouth without being rendered impure by his impure hands. And 
then, while the sacrificial food or teruma is still in his mouth, he 
wishes to put into his mouth and eat a non-sacred radish or onion 
along with them. 


Hands are impure to the second degree - ning O° 
jm: The Sages decreed that when hands become 
impure it is always to the second degree (Rambam 


Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Shear Avot HaTumot 8:2). 


Is it not so that the reverence accorded to sacrificial 
food renders it fit to contract impurity - nn xo 
awan WPT: The question is asked: Perhaps the 
mishna means to tell us just this, that sacrificial food, 
unlike teruma, requires no wetting to make it suscep- 
tible to impurity. What, then, is the problem that Rabbi 
Hanina ben Antigonus is raising here? Some commen- 
taries explain that he means to say that the halakhot 
of purity that stem from the reverence accorded to 
sacrificial food do not belong to the list of stringencies 
stated in the mishna, as that list consists of rabbinic 
stringencies, whereas Rabbi Hanina maintains that the 
reverence accorded to sacrificial food renders it fit to 
contract impurity by Torah law (Rishon LeTziyyon). Yad 
David explains that Rabbi Hanina means that if the 
basic reason for the halakha of the mishna were due 
to the reverence accorded sacrificial food, this should 
have been stated more clearly by the mishna. Rather, 
Rabbi Hanina deduced, the mishna must be referring 
to a stringency that is over and beyond the concept 
of reverence sacrificial food is accorded. 


He inserted it...by means of a spindle or whorl - 
3379) vi23...3m7: Although, as the Gemara teaches 
in tractate Hullin (107a), it is generally prohibited to 
allow someone to put food in one’s mouth if the per- 
son eating has not washed his hands, lest the eater 
‘ouch it inadvertently, placing food in another's mouth 
by means of a whorl or spindle is an unusual manner 
of eating, and would serve as a reminder to the eater 
hat he must not touch the food with impure hands. 
A problem would arise only if he decided to add a 
non-sacred onion or radish afterward, in which case 
here is a concern that while doing so he might touch 
he sacrificial food in his mouth (Turei Aven). 


iD. 
Spindle or whorl — 13731 wid: A whorl is a circular 
weight used to balance a spindle while spinning 
wool. Below is an image of an ancient spindle with 
two whorls. 


Sey Se 


Ancient spindle and whorls 
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HALAKHA 


Eating food that has not been rendered susceptible 
to impurity - mya sworn xbw DYK NP: It is 
permitted to eat with impure hands teruma that has 
never been made susceptible to impurity, but one may 
not do so with sacrificial food, as the reverence accorded 
to sacrificial food renders it susceptible to impurity auto- 
matically. Even if he does not touch the sacrificial food 
with his hands at all but merely eats it with a utensil, it is 
nevertheless prohibited (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Shear Avot HaTumot 12:13). 


An acute mourner and one who is lacking atonement 
require immersion — myw DY O33 m pix: 
An acute mourner after his period of acute mourning has 
ended and one who had been lacking atonement after 
he has brought his offering are both permitted to eat 
teruma immediately, but before they partake of sacrificial 
foods they must immerse (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
She‘ar Avot HaTumot 12:15). 


Trustworthiness of amei ha‘aretz regarding sacrifi- 
cial food — mopa YIN ay mI: Amei ha‘aretz are 
trusted with regard to the purity of wine and oil prepared 
for sacrificial purposes, and it is permissible to rely upon 
them if they say they are pure. They are likewise trusted 
with regard to purity of teruma during the seasons of 
the winepress and the olive press (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 11:1). 


If they brought him a barrel of teruma - man b want 
mana: If an am ha'aretz brought a barrel of teruma wine 
or oil to a haver priest, the latter may not accept it from 
him, as it is assumed to be impure. However, if he said 
that he added into the barrel a quarter-log of sacrificial 
wine or oil, he is believed regarding its purity, and one 
may take it from him (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 
Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 11:2, 4). 
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Non-sacred food is not rendered impure by being touched with 
impure hands, so it should not be problematic to put a radish or onion 
into one’s mouth with his hands. However, regarding sacrificial food 
the Sages enacted a decree against doing so, lest the person inadver- 
tently touch the sacrificial food in his mouth with his impure hand. 
This decree, the mishna teaches, applies only to sacrificial food, but 
in a case in which he had teruma in his mouth the Sages did not 
enact a decree against it." 


§ It was taught in the mishna: An acute mourner and one who is 
lacking atonement" require immersion" in order to eat sacrificial 
food, but this is not necessary for teruma. The Gemara explains: What 
is the reason for this decree? Since until now it was prohibited for 
them to partake of sacrificial food and they therefore might not have 
guarded themselves properly from impurity, the Sages required 
them to undergo immersion before eating sacrificial food. 


MI S H N A The previous mishna listed stringencies that 


apply to sacrificial food but not to teruma. 
However, there are also stringencies that apply to teruma over sac- 
rificial food: In Judea all people, even people who are not generally 
meticulous in their observance of the halakhot of ritual purity [amei 
haaretz], are trusted with regard to the purity of consecrated wine 
and oil" throughout all the days of the year. And during the period 
of the winepress and olive press, when grapes and olives are pressed 
and made into wine and oil, respectively, they are trusted even with 
regard to the purity of teruma, as all people, including amei ha'aretz, 
purify their vessels for this season." 


But once the periods of the winepress and olive press have passed, 
if amei ha‘aretz brought to him, i.e., to a priest who is meticulous 
concerning the halakhot of ritual purity [haver], a barrel of teruma 
wine, he may not accept it from them, as amei haaretz are not 
trusted with regard to matters of ritual purity during the rest of the 
year. But the giver may leave it over for the following winepress 
season, in the following year, at which point the haver priest may 
accept it from him, although it was prohibited for him to accept 
the same barrel beforehand. And if the giver said to the priest: I 
separated and placed into this barrel of teruma a quarter-log of 
sacrificial wine or oil, he is trusted with regard to the entire contents 
of the barrel. Since an am haaretz is trusted with regard to the purity 
of sacrificial food, he is also believed with regard to teruma that is 
mingled with the sacrificial food." 


With regard to jugs of wine and jugs of oil 


NOTES 


An acute mourner and one who is lacking atonement, etc. — 
"31 0V2 IAM! PİN: The reference is to an acute mourner after 
his period of acute mourning has ended, and to one who had 

been lacking atonement after he has brought his offering, as 

the Torah explicitly states that they may not eat offerings before 

this stage. They are required to immerse in case they have not 
properly preserved themselves in a state of purity. The question of 
why they are not considered impure even with regard to teruma, 
seeing as the reason is due to insufficient attention to impurity, 
is addressed in the Jerusalem Talmud. See Rashi, who notes that 
teruma may be eaten by an acute mourner and one who is lack- 
ing atonement. Accordingly, it could be argued that with regard 

to eating teruma there was no time in which one could drop his 

guard against impurity for teruma. 


All people are trusted with regard to the purity of consecrated 
wine and oil - paw» myw paaga: The Rambam explains that 
even amei ha‘aretz were careful to maintain strict standards of 
purity for sacrificial food. Therefore, anyone who prepares wine 
or oil for sacrificial purposes is believed when he claims to have 
maintained the requisite level of purity. During the periods of the 
winepress and the olive press, people would also purify them- 
selves properly, but this care would not extend beyond those 
periods. However, the Meiri and others imply that the reason for 
this lenient ruling is similar to that of the general leniency with 
regard to amei haaretz and offerings mentioned earlier (22a), i.e., 
that since everyone comes to a single Temple, the Sages were 
concerned lest the am ha‘aretz feel offended that his offering is 
rejected, leading to ill will and schisms within Israel. 
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that are mingled, amei haaretz are trusted with regard to them 
during the period of the winepress and the olive press, and also 
up to seventy days before the winepress, for that is when people 
begin to purify their vessels in preparation for the wine-pressing 


season. 
G E M A The mishna teaches that amei ha‘aretz are 

trusted with regard to the purity of sacrifi- 
cial wine and oil in Judea. The Gemara infers: In Judea, yes, but in 
the Galilee, no. What is the reason for this distinction between the 
two places? 


Reish Lakish said: It is because a strip of land inhabited by Samari- 
tans [Kutim]? separates’ between Judea and the Galilee, and it is 
impossible to travel from one land to the other without traversing 
this strip. The Sages decreed that lands inhabited by non-Jewish 
nations" are considered ritually impure, so that it would be impos- 
sible to transport food from the Galilee to Judea, where the Temple 
is located, without the food becoming impure. Therefore, even oil 
and wine prepared by haverim who lived in the Galilee were not 
accepted for sacrificial use. 


The Gemara raises a difficulty: And let the residents of the Galilee 
place the wine and oil and transport it to Judea in a closed box, a 
chest, or a closet, whose contents cannot contract impurity, as they 
have the status of separate tents. The Gemara answers: In accor- 
dance with whose opinion is this mishna? It is in accordance with 
the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi, who said: A thrown tent, i.e., 
a moving tent, is not called a proper tent,’ and therefore its con- 
tents are subject to impurity. In our case, then, the contents would 
contract the impurity decreed upon the lands of non-Jewish nations. 
As it is taught in a baraita: Concerning one who enters a land of 
non-Jewish nations sitting in a box," a chest, or a closet, Rabbi 
Yehuda HaNasi declares him to be impure, and Rabbi Yosei, son 
of Rabbi Yehuda, declares him to be pure. 


The Gemara raises a further difficulty: And let them bring oil and 
wine to the Temple in an earthenware vessel sealed with a tightly 
bound cover, which cannot contract impurity even if it is in the 
same tent as a corpse, as it states: “And every open vessel, which has 
no covering tightly bound upon it, is unclean” (Numbers 19:15). 
Rabbi Eliezer said: The Sages taught in a baraita: Sacrificial food, 
unlike other items, is not spared from impurity by being in a 
container with a tightly bound cover.™ 


NOTES 


A strip of land inhabited by Samaritans separates - 7y1¥9 
nposa oma by: The question is raised: If so, how did “the 
inhabitants of the Galilee ever make the Festival pilgrimage to 
Jerusalem? One answer is that they would arrive seven days 
before the Festival and purify themselves from the impurity of 
the dead before the onset of the Festival (Sha'ar Efrayim; Turei 
Aven). Others maintain that during the time of the Temple the 
Samaritan strip did not completely separate the two areas, so 
that it was possible to travel from one land to the other in 
purity (see Siah Yitzhak; Zekher LaHagiga). 


Lands inhabited by non-Jewish nations — Day yk: The 
basic idea behind the principle that the lands of the non- 
Jewish nations, which include every place outside Eretz Yisrael, 
are impure is found in various forms in the Bible itself (see 
Amos 7:17). The Sages, however, took this concept a step further 
and decreed that the impurity of lands of non-Jewish nations 
can also include parts of Eretz Yisrael, and that they should be 
considered on the level of impurity imparted by a corpse. The 
main reason for this is that they were concerned that a body 
might be buried in any place, even outside of a cemetery. It 


remains a matter of dispute elsewhere in the Gemara whether 
it is only the earth of non-Jewish lands that defiles or its air- 
space as well. 


A thrown tent is not called a proper tent — wh pt bats 
bax Fma: The Rid writes that whether or not a moving tent 
can protect the one inside it from impurity depends in part on 
the dispute mentioned in the previous note concerning the 
airspace of non-Jewish lands, as according to the opinion that 
even the airspace of these lands causes defilement, this would 
certainly apply even to a moving tent. However, according to 
the opinion that it is only the earth of these lands that causes 
impurity, it can be debated, as it is in the Gemara, whether or 
not a portable tent can be considered a tent in order to spare 
what is inside it from contracting impurity. 


Sacrificial food is not spared from impurity by a tightly 
bound cover - Yna vaya Siwy wpa px: The Turei Aven notes 
that the discussion here indicates that not only foods that have 
already been consecrated, but even regular produce contained 
inside such a vessel are not spared from impurity by a tightly 
bound cover. 


BACKGROUND 


A strip of land inhabited by Samaritans - wma bw mya: 

The Kutim, or Samaritans, a group of people of questionable 
Jewishness, lived in Samaria, in the area adjacent to Shechem. 
This area was not fully defined politically, and the area of 
territory containing a heavy Samaritan population changed 
over time. During the Hasmonean period this strip of land 
dwindled significantly, while at other times the Samaritans 
broadened their settlements to a great extent. This strip effec- 
ively reached the coastal plains during certain eras, thus 
orming a Samaritan buffer between the two main Jewish 
settlements, Judea and the Galilee. When the Sages decreed 
hat Samaritans should be considered gentiles, this meant that 
here was a strip of land belonging to a non-Jewish nation 
running right through the middle of Eretz Yisrael, thereby 
preventing the transfer of objects in purity from the Galilee 
o Judea. 


Strip of land inhabited by Samaritans 


HALAKHA 

One who enters a land of non-Jewish nations in a box, etc. — 
nD apa mayyy YNY D3937: One who enters the land of 
non-Jewish nations in a box, a chest, or a closet that does not 
touch the ground is nevertheless impure, for a moving tent 
is not considered a tent, as the halakha follows Rabbi Yehuda 
HaNasi rather than any one of his colleagues (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Tumat Met 11:5). 


Sacrificial food is not spared from impurity by a tightly 
bound cover — bna E bix wpa px: Sacrificial food 
and drink are not spared from impurity when placed inside a 
tightly bound vessel. However, water or an empty vessel that 
has been prepared for holding the ashes of the red heifer is 
spared from impurity, as stated by Rabbi Eliezer (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 14:4). 


3473 P19: HAGIGA: PEREKIII-25A 339 


This file may not 


HALAKHA 
Water of purification is not spared from impurity by a 
tightly bound cover - Yna vaya roy mewn pre: Ifa 
vessel containing ashes of purification or water of purifica- 
tion is tightly bound and located inside a tent containing 
a corpse, the ashes and water are impure (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Para Aduma 14:3). 
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The Gemara asks: But isn’t it taught in a baraita: Water of 
purification containing ashes from the red heifer is not spared 
from impurity by being in a vessel with a tightly bound cover?" 
What, is it not implied in the baraita this inference: That 
sacrificial food is spared from impurity in such a situation? The 
baraita seems to imply that this is a special stringency for water 
of purification, which does not apply to anything else, including 
sacrificial food. The Gemara rejects this: No, the baraita’s 
inference should be understood differently, as this: Water that 
has not yet been consecrated by being mixed with ashes of 
the red heifer is spared from impurity by being in a vessel with 
a tightly bound cover, even if they are designated for such a use 
at a later stage. 


The Gemara raises another difficulty: But didn’t Ulla say: 
Haverim purify their wine and oil, i.e., they produce their wine 
and oil by the standards of purity used for sacrificial food in the 
Galilee,” to be used for sacrificial purposes? This indicates 
that there must have been some way of transporting them from 
the Galilee to the Temple, for otherwise why would they have 
prepared such items? The Gemara answers: Indeed, they could 
not transfer these items to the Temple. Rather, they would leave 
them in their place, and their thought was that when Elijah 
comes in messianic times and purifies the road from Galilee to 
Judea, these items will become eligible for use. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: And during the period of the 
winepress and olive press, amei ha‘aretz are trusted even with 
regard to the purity of teruma. And the Gemara raises a contra- 
diction from the following teaching: An am haaretz who finishes 
pressing his olives should leave over one sack of unpressed 
olives, and give it to a poor priest" as teruma, so that the priest 
himself can make ritually pure oil from it. This shows that even 
during the period of the olive press the am haaretz is not trusted 
to make pure olive oil himself. 


Rav Nahman said: This is not difficult. This case of the mishna, 
where amei ha‘aretz are trusted to produce pure olive oil them- 
selves, is referring to people who press their olives early, during 
the regular season of the olive press, while that case is referring 
to those who press their olives later, after the period when most 
people press their olives has passed. Rav Adda bar Ahava said to 
him: Such as what case, for example? Such as those olives of 
your father’s house. Rav Nahman’s father had many olives, and 
he often pressed them after the regular pressing season. 


NOTES 


Water of purification is not spared from impurity by a tightly 
bound cover — Yna maya nhy nyn pr: The Sifrei derives 
this from the verse that states the ashes of the red heifer must 
be “in a pure place” (Numbers 19:9), which is not applicable to a 
tent containing a corpse. The Rambam cites this source as well. 


Haverim purify their wine and oil in the Galilee — jaa xan 
xovbaa: Tosefot Rid explains that there was a supply of red heifer 
ashes in the Galilee, which had been brought there before 
the Samaritan settlements made transporting them in purity 
impossible. 


And he should give it to a poor priest — j713 nd Faan: The early 
commentaries had two versions of this text, one stating that he 
should give it to a poor [feani] priest, the other stating that he 
should give it before the eyes [/eeinei] of a priest. Most prefer 


the second reading, which means that the am ha‘aretz should 
separate a certain amount of his olives before pressing, when the 
priest can see for himself that they have not become susceptible 
to impurity, and give it to the priest as teruma; the priest himself 
would then press the olives into oil with the required standards 
of purity (see Tosefot Rid). 

Rabbi Ovadya MiBartenura (Teharot 9:4) explains that the 
reading that states: To a poor priest, means that since it is only a 
small amount it would more likely to be given to a poor priest. 
The Meiri explains that since the priest prepares the wine or oil 
himself, if he is wealthy it will appear that he is pressing the olives 
as a service for the giver of the teruma, and it is prohibited for a 
priest to work in the threshing floor in order to receive his teruma. 
However, if he is poor, people will not think that he is taking the 
olives as teruma, but they will assume that he is working for the 
olive grower for a salary. 
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Rav Yosef said a different resolution of the above contradiction. The 
source that states that amei ha‘aretz are not trusted was taught with 
regard to the Galilee," and as the mishna taught earlier concerning 
sacrificial wine and oil, amei haaretz are trusted only in Judea and 
not in the Galilee. Abaye raised an objection to him from a baraita: 
Transjordan and the Galilee are like Judea, in that they are trusted 
with regard to wine of teruma during the period of wine produc- 
tion, and with regard to oil of teruma during the period of oil 
production. However, they are not trusted with regard to wine 
during the period of oil production, nor are they trusted with 
regard to oil during the period of wine production. This baraita 
shows that with regard to teruma there is no difference between the 
trustworthiness of amei ha‘aretz who live in the Galilee and that of 
those who live in Judea. 


Rather, Rav Yosef’s answer must be rejected, and it is clear that the 
correct answer is as we answered initially, that it is speaking of the 
period following the conclusion of the winepress. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: Once the periods of the winepress 
and olive press have passed, if amei ha‘aretz brought to a haver 
priest a barrel of teruma wine, he may not accept it from them. 
But the giver may leave it over for the following winepress season, 
in the following year. They raised a dilemma before Rav Sheshet: 
If the priest violated the halakha and did accept the wine from an 
am ha‘aretz, what is the halakha? Is it permissible that he should 
leave it over for himself for the following winepress season? Since 
it is permissible to accept the wine and oil of an am ha'aretz inten- 
tionally left until that time, perhaps it is also permissible if the priest 
himself intentionally leaves it over until that time. He said to him: 
You learned it in a mishna (Demai 6:9): 


In the case of a haver and an am ha‘aretz,“ who are brothers and 
inherited property from their father, who was also an am ha ‘aretz, 
the haver can say to his am haaretz brother: You take the wheat 
that is in such and such a place and I will take the wheat that is in 
such and such a place. The haver knows that the former batch of 
wheat had been made susceptible to impurity, and he would there- 
fore have no use for it, while the latter batch had not been made 
susceptible to impurity. 


The mishna continues: Similarly, the haver brother may say to the 
am ha'aretz brother: You take the wine that is in such and such a 
place and I will take the wine that is in such and such a place. The 
haver knows that the latter batch of wine has not been rendered 
impure, and he wants to take that batch as his share. When brothers 
inherit a quantity of a certain item they will each end up receiving 
an equal share of that item. Therefore, the principle of retroactive 
designation applies, meaning that it is considered that whatever 
portion any particular brother receives in the end is the one that had 
been designated for him as his inheritance from the beginning. It is 
not considered to be a trade or a business transaction with the other 
brothers in exchange for their portions. 


NOTES 


A haver and an am ha‘areiz, etc. — 13) YN 09) TaN: The 
context of this Gemara indicates that the case here is that some 
of the inherited produce is susceptible to impurity and some 
is not, and the haver wants to receive only the produce not 
susceptible to impurity. However, since this mishna is found in 
tractate Demai, the Rambam and other commentaries on the 
Mishna explain that it involves a completely different issue, the 


prohibition against selling doubtfully tithed produce to an am 
haaretz. Since the deceased was an am haaretz, the produce 
that was in his possession is considered doubtfully tithed, and it 
would be prohibited for the haver brother to trade any produce 
with his brother, for that would be tantamount to selling doubt- 
fully tithed produce to an am ha‘aretz. 


NOTES 
The source that states that amei ha‘aretz are not trusted 
was taught with regard to the Galilee — u% xdbaa: Tosafot 
indicate that this answer was stated in explanation and as 
a continuation of Rav Nahman’s statement. Rashi, however, 
views it as an independent response. 
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NOTES —__—_———_- 
You take the wet and | will take the dry produce - mins dip 
vp ong: The Meiri explains that wet and dry produce differ 
in price, and therefore they are considered like two separate 
commodities, similar to wheat and barley. 


That haver must burn the wet produce - gyi 327 init 
mba: The reference is to teruma or to non-sacred produce that 
is being kept pure according to the standard of teruma. Since 
the teruma of an am haaretz is considered impure, all the pro- 
duce that is susceptible to impurity must be burnt (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 

Dividing an inheritance with an am ha‘aretz - nw» npbn 
ywq ox: If a haver and an am haaretz who are brothers 
inherit property from their am haaretz father, the haver can 
say: You take the wheat from that place, or: You take the wine 
from there, leaving the haver to take a different portion that 
he knows is pure. They may not, however, divide it up so that 
he takes dry produce instead of wet, and the like (Rambam 
Sefer Zera’im, Hilkhot Ma‘aser 11:6). 


A person may blow at the ground of a beit haperas, 
etc. = 3 DIST Ma OTK Maza: If one has to pass through a 
beit haperas on his way to performing the paschal offering 
he may blow at the ground in front of him as he walks, and 
after passing in this manner he may partake of the paschal 
offering. Likewise, a beit haperas that has been trodden by 
others is considered pure for those performing the paschal 
offering, in accordance with the statements of Shmuel and 
Ulla (Rambam Sefer Korbanot, Hilkhot Korban Pesah 6:8). 
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The mishna continues: But the haver brother may not say to the am 
haaretz brother: You take the wet produce and I will take the dry 
produce." Nor may he say: You take the wheat, and I will take the 
barley." The principle of retroactive designation does not apply to 
objects of different types. If one brother would take wheat and the 
other barley it would be considered a trade. And it is prohibited for 
a haver to sell or transfer impure produce or produce that is suscep- 
tible to impurity to an am haaretz, who does not strictly follow the 
principles of purity, as this would involve the prohibition of “You 
shall not place a stumbling-block before the blind” (Leviticus 19:14). 


And it is taught in a baraita with regard to this mishna: If the haver 
receives a share that consists of some items that are wet and some 
that are dry, that haver must burn the wet produce’ if it was teruma, 
as it has certainly been defiled and impure teruma is burned, but he 
may leave the dry produce and use it, as it can be assumed that it 
has not been defiled. 


The Gemara draws a conclusion based on this baraita: Why must 
he burn the wet teruma? Let him leave it over until the following 
winepress season, during which time teruma from an am ha aretz is 
considered pure. The fact that this option is not taken into account 
indicates that one may not intentionally leave over teruma received 
from an am haaretz until the next winepress season, which would 
resolve the dilemma presented to Rav Sheshet. The Gemara rejects 
this proof: Here it is referring to something that does not have a 
winepress, i.e., to liquids that are never used in the Temple service, 
as amei haaretz are careful only with regard to liquids that may 
be used in the Temple service. The Gemara asks: Even so, there 
is another option: And let him leave it for the next pilgrimage 
Festival, for the mishna later teaches (26a) that amei ha‘aretz are 
assumed to observe all laws of ritual purity on Festivals. The Gemara 
answers: It is referring to something that would not last until the 
next pilgrimage Festival, but which would spoil beforehand. The 
dilemma presented to Rav Sheshet therefore remains unresolved. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: And if the giver says to the priest: I 
separated and placed into this barrel of teruma a quarter-log of 
sacrificial wine or oil, he is deemed credible. The Gemara proceeds 
to cite a mishna in tractate Oholot, the discussion of which 
ultimately relates to this mishna here: We learned in a mishna 
elsewhere (Oholot 18:4): Beit Shammai and Beit Hillel agree that 
one may examine the ground for those performing the paschal 
offering, but one may not examine the ground for those who eat 
teruma. 


The Gemara asks: What is the meaning of: One may examine? Rav 
Yehuda said that Shmuel said: A person may blow at the ground 
of a beit haperas" and walk through it as he does so. A beit haperas 
is a patch of ground with a grave in it that was subsequently plowed 
over. The Sages were concerned that there might be small pieces of 
human bone scattered in the field, which would impart impurity to 
anyone moving them with his foot. Therefore, they decreed that 
whoever traverses such a field becomes impure. However, the Sages 
allowed one to pass through the field while maintaining his purity 
ifhe blows on the ground as he goes, the assumption being that any 
small pieces of bone would thereby be blown out of his path. This 
is the examination to which this mishna refers. The mishna teaches 
that this examination is sufficient to allow one to retain his purity 
as he goes to perform the paschal offering, but not to allow one to 
retain his purity with regard to the eating of teruma. 


LANGUAGE 


Beit haperas - D111 ma: There are different opinions with 
regard to the source of this term. Rashi and Josafot explain 
that it derives from the root p-r-s, meaning to break up, as its 
impurity comes from bones broken by a plow. The Rambam 
indicates that it is derived from a different meaning of this 


root, to spread, for the impurity is spread about throughout 
the area. Others claim that the word is derived from the Greek 
Tapoc, paros, meaning before. It also means a courtyard, in this 
case the yard around a grave. Yet others relate it to the Greek 
anopos, aporos, a place without passage. 
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And Rabbi Hiyya bar Abba said in the name of Ulla: A beit 
haperas that has been trodden by passersby who have beaten a 
path through it is considered pure for those who are on their way 
to perform the paschal offering, as the assumption is that no 
more bone fragments remain on the surface of the ground. The 
examination referred to in the mishna, then, is referring to ascer- 
taining whether a particular beit haperas has been trodden or not. 
The reason for this leniency is that the impure status of a beit 
haperas is only a rabbinical decree, and the Sages did not uphold 
their words decreeing the field to be impure in a place where 
this affects one’s ability to perform a mitzva involving karet; and 
failure to bring a paschal offering is punishable by karet. 


However, with regard to those who wish to eat teruma after tra- 
versing a beit haperas, the Sages did uphold their words decreeing 
the field to be impure in a place of a sin involving the punishment 
of death" by God's hand. The sin of eating teruma in a state of 
impurity is punishable by death by God’s hand, and the Sages 
were therefore strict in insisting that one not eat it after traversing 
a beit haperas. 


A dilemma was raised before the scholars: If one examined a 
beit haperas for the purpose of bringing his paschal offering, what 
is the halakha with regard to teruma after he has traversed the 
field? Is it permissible that he can rely on this examination to eat 
his teruma as well, since his passage through the field has been 
established as not having defiled him? Ulla said: Ifhe examined 
the ground for purposes of bringing his paschal offering, he is 
permitted afterward to eat his teruma, for once he is declared 
pure with regard to the offerings it would be inconsistent to 
declare him at the same time impure with regard to teruma. But 
Rabba bar Ulla said: If one examined the ground for purposes 
of bringing his paschal offering, it is prohibited for him to eat 
his teruma. 


A certain older man said to Rabba bar Ulla: Do not argue with 
Ulla, as we learned in the mishna in accordance with his opinion, 
for the mishna states: And if the am haaretz says to the priest: I 
separated and placed into this barrel of teruma a quarter-log of 
sacrificial wine or oil, he is deemed credible. Apparently, then, 
once the am haaretz is deemed credible with regard to the sacri- 
ficial items in the barrel he is also deemed credible with regard 
to the teruma in it. Here too, the same principle should be applied, 
so once he is deemed credible and is considered pure with regard 
to the paschal offering, he is also deemed credible with regard 
to teruma. 


§ It was taught in the mishna: Concerning jugs of wine and jugs 
of oil that are mingled, amei haaretz are deemed credible during 
the period of the winepress and the olive press. A Sage taught in 
a baraita: Amei ha‘aretz are not deemed credible, neither with 
regard to flasks" nor with regard to teruma. The Gemara asks: 
Flasks of what? If it is referring to flasks of sacrificial food, since 
an am ha‘aretz is deemed credible concerning the sacrificial 
items it contains, he must necessarily be deemed credible 
concerning the flasks as well. Rather, it is referring to flasks of 
teruma. But this is obvious: Now, if he is not deemed credible 
concerning the teruma itself, is it possible that he would be 
deemed credible concerning the flasks containing it? 


The Gemara answers: Rather, it is referring to empty flasks that 
had contained sacrificial food during the rest of the days of the 
year, i.e., during all the days of the year, for an am haaretz is 
deemed credible with regard to sacrificial food throughout the 
year, yet he is not deemed credible with regard to its flask once 
the food has been removed, and it is referring as well to flasks full 
of teruma wine during the period of the winepress, when they 
are deemed credible with regard to the teruma itself, but not the 
vessels. 


NOTES 

They did uphold their words ina place of death - may7 
mn Dips oma: The early commentaries quote a 
variant text of the Gemara that reads: They did uphold 
their words in a place where there is a positive mitzva. 
This would mean that since eating teruma is merely a 
positive mitzva, the Sages upheld their words decreeing 
that a beit haperas conveys impurity and preferred that 
the person neglect this mitzva rather than impinge on 
the rabbinical decree of impurity. 


HALAKHA 

Amei ha‘aretz are not deemed credible neither with 
regard to flasks - ppp by xd paag py: Even during 
the period of the wine and olive presses, when amei 
haaretz are deemed credible with regard to the purity 
of teruma, they are not deemed credible to declare an 
empty vessel pure for teruma. Similarly, they are never 
deemed credible to say an empty vessel is pure for sacrifi- 
cial food (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 11:4). 
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NOTES 


And does the concept of meduma apply to sacrificial 
foods - wip YIT KDN N: The term dimua or meduma, 
mingling, is derived from a verse that is referring to teruma: 
“The fullness of your harvest, and the outflow [dimakha] of 
your presses” (Exodus 22:28), and therefore it is not a correct 
term for a mixture of sacrificial foods. See the Rambam's 
comments in his Commentary to the Mishna on the differ- 
ence between the Babylonian Talmud and the Jerusalem 
Talmud with regard to the meaning of this statement and its 
implications for halakha. 


Trustworthiness with regard to earthenware vessels — 
Dan bp by Muara: According to the conclusion of the 
Gemara that this trustworthiness refers only to vessels used 
for sacrificial food, the mishna should be seen as a continu- 
ation of the list of things by which teruma is more stringent 
than sacrificial food, as amei ha‘aretz are not deemed credible 
with regard to such vessels for teruma (Meiri). 


From Modi’im and inward toward Jerusalem - a»»31277 yr 
mar: Various commentaries point out that it does not state 
here, as in similar cases, that this refers not only to Modi’im 
but to the equivalent distance in all directions, even though 
it seems that it would be true in this case as well (Rid). Tosefot 
Yom Tov suggests that the mishna does not mention other 
places for the practical reason that there was an earthenware 
industry in Modi'im. 


BACKGROUND 


From Modi’im and inward toward Jerusalem - Dy» Tinn pa 
may: The town of Modi’im in the vicinity of Lod, also referred 
o as Modi'in and Modi'it, is significant in several regards. A 
company of priests lived here, including the Hasmonean 
amily. Modi’im served as the residence of the tanna Elazar 
he Modi'ite. Additionally, the distance between Modi’im 
and Jerusalem serves as the standard measurement for the 
concept of the “distant path” with regard to the exemption 
rom bringing the paschal offering (Numbers 9:10). It likewise 
appears that the categorization of Modi’im as a “distant path” 
has ramifications for the issue in this Gemara, in that the 
area between Modi’im and Jerusalem is considered near 
he Temple and served the requirements of the Sanctuary 
in various ways. 


Relative locations of Jerusalem and Modi’im 
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The Gemara asks a question: We learned in the mishna: With 
regard to jugs of wine and jugs of oil that are mingled [meduma], 
amei haaretz are deemed credible during the period of the wine- 
press and the olive press, and seventy days before the winepress. 
The Gemara asks: What, is it not so that mingled means that there 
is a mixture of teruma oil or wine in the jug, and yet the mishna 
states that amei ha‘aretz are deemed credible with regard to the 
jugs? This would appear to contradict the ruling of the baraita 
that they are not deemed credible with regard to flasks containing 
teruma. The Gemara answers: In the school of Rabbi Hiyya they 
say that the mishna in fact is referring to ordinary oil or wine 
mingled with sacrificial wine or oil, so that it contains a certain 
amount of sacrificial liquid. 


The Gemara asks: And does the concept of meduma apply to 
sacrificial foods" at all? This term meduma applies only to teruma, 
not to sacrificial items. In the school of Rabbi Elai they say that 
the halakha of the mishna is stated with regard to one who is 
keeping his wine tevel, i.e., produce from which the requisite 
teruma and tithes have not yet been separated, in purity, because 
he intends to take wine for libations from it." It is therefore in a 
sense a mixture of sacrificial food, teruma and non-sacred food 
all in one, and accordingly the term meduma is applicable. The 
mishna is teaching that since the am ha'aretz is deemed credible 
with regard to the sacrificial food in this mixture, he is also deemed 
credible with regard to the teruma and the jugs." 


§ It is taught in the mishna that apart from the period of the 
winepress itself, amei haaretz are also deemed credible seventy 
days before the period of the winepress. Abaye said: You can 
learn from here, incidental to the laws of purity, that the law is that 
a tenant farmer in a vineyard must make the effort of acquiring 
flasks for the wine seventy days before the time of the winepress, 
for the mishna considers this amount of time the period of 
preparation for the pressing of grapes. 


MI S HN A From Modi’im and inward toward Jeru- 


salem," i.e., in the area surrounding 
Jerusalem, up to the distance of the town of Modi’im, which is 
fifteen mil from Jerusalem, all potters, including amei haaretz, are 
deemed credible with regard to the purity of earthenware vessels 
that they have produced. Because these places supplied earthen- 
ware vessels for the people in Jerusalem, the Sages did not decree 
impurity for them. From Modi’im and outward, however, they 
are not deemed credible. The details of this ruling are specified: 
How so? A potter who sells pots, if he entered within Modi’im 
from outside it, although the potter, and the pots," and the custo- 
mers were all previously located outside Modi’im, where he is not 
deemed credible with regard to purity, he is now deemed credible. 
And the opposite is true of the opposite case: If the same person 
who was deemed credible inside left the boundaries of Modi’im, 
he is no longer deemed credible. 


HALAKHA 


With regard to one who is keeping his tevel in purity — ena 
bw ny: If a vessel containing wine or oil was preserved in 
purity by an am haretz in order to use it for libations, he is 
deemed credible with regard to its purity during the period of 
the wine and olive presses and seventy days beforehand, but 
not during the rest of the year (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot 


Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 11:5). 


Although the potter, and the pots, etc. — nivtpa jm VPA KIT 
^a: Although the Sages deemed credible amei haaretz with 
regard to the purity of earthenware vessels from Modi'im 
inward, they are not deemed credible outside that area, even 
with regard to the identical potter, the same pots, and the same 
customers (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav 
UMoshav 11:7). 
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G E M ARA“? tanna taught in a baraita: With regard to 


Modi’im itself, there are times that it is 
considered like inside the perimeter surrounding Jerusalem, and 
there are times that it is considered like outside that perimeter. 
How so? Ifa potter is leaving the perimeter and a haver is enter- 
ing it, and they meet in Modi’im, it is considered like inside, and 
the haver may purchase the jugs." However, if both are entering 
the perimeter 


or both are leaving it, it is considered like outside the perimeter 
and the haver may not acquire vessels from him. The reason is that 
if they are both entering the perimeter they can easily wait until 
they are inside and then conduct the transaction, and if they are 
both leaving they should have completed the deal beforehand, and 
the haver may not make up for this lapse by doing so now. 


Abaye said: We, too, learn this in the mishna. For it is taught there: 
A potter who was selling pots and entered within the Modi’im 
area is deemed credible, which indicates that the only reason he 
is deemed credible is that he is inside the Modi’im area, thus 
implying that in Modi’im itself he is not deemed credible. But 
now Say the latter clause of the mishna: Ifhe left he is not deemed 
credible, thus implying that in Modi’im itself he is deemed cred- 
ible, which contradicts the previous inference. Rather, must one 
not conclude from the mishna the following distinction: Here, in 
the latter clause, it is referring to a potter who is leaving and a 
haver who is entering, in which case he is deemed credible; and 
there, in the first clause, it is referring to a situation where they are 
both leaving or both entering, in which case he is not deemed 
credible. Consequently, both inferences from the mishna are 
upheld. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from here that this 
is the case. 


§ A tanna taught in the Tosefta (3:33): All people, including amei 
ha‘aretz, are deemed credible with regard to purity from Modi’im 
and inward only with regard to small earthenware vessels, and 
they may be used for sacrificial food. Since these small vessels 
were needed by all, the Sages deemed the amei ha‘aretz credible 
concerning them. The amora’im discussed the meaning of the term 
small vessels. Reish Lakish said: It is speaking of those vessels that 
can be picked up in one hand, but no larger. And Rabbi Yohanan 
said: Even if they cannot be picked up in one hand, they can still 
be called small vessels. 


Reish Lakish said further: They taught in the baraita only that 
amei ha‘aretz are deemed credible with regard to empty vessels, but 
if they are full of liquid they are not deemed credible." And Rabbi 
Yohanan said: Even if the jugs are full, and even if his garment 
[apikarsuto]' is inside the vessel, the Sages were not concerned 
about impurity, as they did not apply their decree to such vessels 
at all. And Rava said: And Rabbi Yohanan concedes with regard 
to the liquids themselves in the vessel that they are impure, for 
although the Sages declared the vessels to be pure they did not 
waive the decree that liquids touched by amei ha'aretz are impure." 
And do not be perplexed" by this apparent contradiction, for 
there is a similar halakha in a case of an earthenware pitcher full 
of liquid in a room with a corpse and the pitcher is tightly sealed 
with another earthenware vessel of an am haaretz, where the 
halakha is that the pitcher is impure with a seven-day impurity, 
while the liquids remain pure. 


HALAKHA 


The trustworthiness of a potter with regard to earthen- 
ware vessels — DIM op by VAP WAN): From Modi'im and 
inward a potter is deemed credible with regard to the purity 
of earthenware vessels, but from Modi'im outward he is 
not deemed credible. As for Modi'im itself, it is sometimes 
considered outside of the defined area and sometimes it 
is considered as inside the defined area: If the seller and 
buyer are both entering or leaving, it is considered outside; 
if the haver is entering and the am ha‘aretz is leaving with 
the earthenware vessel in hand, it is considered inside. The 
Ra‘avad maintains that according to the conclusion of the 
Gemara, the trustworthiness of the potter applies only to 
small earthenware vessels used for offerings (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 11:6). 


NOTES 


But if they are full, they are not deemed credible — bax 
x Dyha: It appears that Rabbeinu Hananel had a different 
version of the text, according to which Reish Lakish states 
that even though he is not deemed credible with regard 
to the purity of the full vessels themselves, he is deemed 
credible concerning the liquids in them. 


And do not be perplexed by this apparent contradiction — 
mann by: In the Jerusalem Talmud, Rabbi Yohanan cites 
a long list of similar laws in which the Sages limited their 
decrees in a manner that seems to be self-contradictory. 


LANGUAGE 
Garment [apikarsuto] - imppax: From the Greek, 
émikapotoy, epikarsiyon, a type of striped garment. 


HALAKHA 

Credibility re garang earthenware vessels in Jerusalem - 
in Jerusalem at all times to say that an earthenware vessel 

is pure for sacrificial use, whether it was large or small, full 

or empty. Although the liquids it contains are considered 

impure, every person is nevertheless deemed credible with 

regard to the vessel itself. Even if one's garment, which is 

considered impure with regard to sacrificial food, is inside 

the vessel, the vessel remains pure for sacred foods, in accor- 
dance with the statement of Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 11:5). 
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NOTES 


And in Jerusalem all are deemed credible with regard to 
sacrificial food — wiipa by pasa p>yrn: Most commentar- 
ies view this as a continuation of the previous statement with 
regard to the trustworthiness of an am ha‘aretz concerning the 
purity of earthenware vessels used for sacrificial food. However, 
the Rid and others claim that this clause in the mishna is not 
dealing with vessels but with sacrificial food itself. Although 
the mishna above (24b) taught that amei ha‘aretz are deemed 
credible with regard to sacrificial food anywhere in Judea, that 
mishna was dealing with sacrificial food made by the amei 
haaretz themselves. However, if they touch the sacrificial food of 
others, it would be considered impure. The mishna here comes 
to add that in Jerusalem amei ha‘aretz are deemed credible 
completely, even concerning the sacrificial food of others. 


When there is a gentile with them — 371714 "13 MDM NT: 

Several early commentaries had a different version of this text, 
which implies the opposite: If the tax collectors are accompa- 
nied by a gentile they are wary of touching everything, but if 
they are by themselves it can be assumed they have touched all 

the vessels in the house (Rabbeinu Hananel; Rid). The Rambam 

rules in accordance with this reading as well. This also answers 
the questions posed by the Ra’avad and Meiri, who did not 
have this reading. 


And the Gemara raises a contradiction concerning the 
thieves who entered, etc. — 131 0333% D237 IMAN: It is 
not immediately clear why the Gemara considers this mishna 
to be a contradiction to our mishna. Already in the time of the 
geonim difficulty was found with the Gemara's question. One 
explanation is that the statement that the place where they trod 
is impure implies that they are considered definitely impure, 
without any possibility of claiming that they did not touch cer- 
tain items. This is in opposition to our mishna. 


They are deemed credible with regard to large earthenware 
vessels — pps DN op by paaga: With regard to small earthen- 
ware vessels amei haaretz are deemed credible even in the 
surroundings of Jerusalem, as everyone needed vessels for cook- 
ing their sacred food, and therefore such vessels were in high 
demand. Large vessels, however, were in less demand, as they 
were required only for storage (see Rashi; Rid). 


HALAKHA 


Tax collectors who entered a house - sind DIDI PRINT 
mai: If government tax collectors entered a house in order to 
confiscate vessels as pledges, all the contents of the house are 
considered impure. If they were accompanied by a gentile, they 
are deemed credible if they say they did not touch a certain 
object, because they are afraid of the gentile. This applies only 
if witnesses saw them enter or if the pledge was in their pos- 
session, but if it was otherwise unknown that they had entered 
the house they are deemed credible if they say: We entered 
the house but did not touch the vessels (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 12:12). 


They repented — nawn wy: Thieves or government tax collec- 
tors who repented and restored the property they took of their 
own accord, without any coercion, are deemed credible if they 
say they did not touch the vessels of the house, even concern- 
ing those parts of the house they had entered (Rambam Sefer 
Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 12:14). 


The purity of the Jewish people on a pilgrimage Festival — 
bya byw nyw: During pilgrimage Festivals all members of 
the Jewish people are considered pure, including their vessels, 

drinks, and food. They are likewise deemed credible with regard 

to all purity, whether that of sacrificial food or teruma. Once the 

Festival has ended, they return to their impure state (Rambam 

Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 11:9). 
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MI S H N In the case of amei ha'aretz tax collectors 

who entered a house to collect items for 
a tax, and similarly thieves who returned the vessels they had 
stolen, they are deemed credible when they say: We did not 
touch the rest of the objects in the house, and those items remain 
pure. And in Jerusalem all people, even amei ha'aretz, are 
deemed credible with regard to sacrificial food" throughout the 
year, and during a pilgrimage Festival they are deemed credible 


even with regard to teruma. 
G E M A And the Gemara raises a contradiction 
from a different mishna (Teharot 7:6): If 
amei haaretz tax collectors entered a house," the entire house 
is impure. The Gemara answers: It is not difficult, as that mishna 
is referring to a situation where there is a gentile with them," in 
which case they conduct a thorough search in the whole house, 
and certainly will have touched everything; whereas this mishna 
deals with a case when there is no gentile with them, and their 
claim not to have touched anything is therefore accepted. As we 
learned in a mishna (Teharot 7:6): If there is a gentile with the 
tax collectors, they are deemed credible if they were to say: We 
did not enter the house at all; but they are not deemed credible 
if they were to say: We entered the house but did not touch its 
vessels. 


The Gemara raises a question: And when there is a gentile with 
them, what of it? Why does this affect the halakha? Rabbi 
Yohanan and Rabbi Elazar disputed this issue. One said: The 
fear of the gentile, who is their senior, is upon them, for they 
are afraid he might punish them. And one said: The fear of the 
kingdom, i.e., the government, is upon them, as the gentile 
might report them to the authorities if they do not carry out 
a thorough search. The Gemara asks: What is the practical dif- 
ference between them? The Gemara responds: The practical 
difference between them is the case of a gentile who is not 
important, i.e., he does not have senior authority. In that case 
they are not afraid of him personally, but there is still concern 
that he might report them to the government authorities. 


§ Itis taught in the mishna: And similarly thieves who returned 
vessels are deemed credible. And the Gemara raises a contradic- 
tion from the following mishna (Teharot 7:6): Concerning the 
thieves who entered" a house, only the place where the feet of 
the thieves had trodden is impure. The implication is that all 
the vessels of the section of the house where they had entered are 
impure, and they are not deemed credible if they say that they 
did not touch a particular item. Rav Pinhas said in the name of 
Rav: The mishna here is referring to a case where the thieves 
repented, which is why they are deemed credible, whereas the 
mishna in Teharot is referring to a case in which the thieves 
did not repent." The Gemara comments: The language of the 
mishna is also precise, as it teaches: Thieves who returned 
vessels, which indicates that they repented and made restoration 
willingly. The Gemara concludes: Indeed, learn from here that 
this is the case. 


§ The mishna teaches: And in Jerusalem all people are deemed 
credible with regard to sacrificial food." A tanna taught in a 
baraita: They are deemed credible even with regard to large 
earthenware vessels" for sacrificial food, and not only small 
ones. And why did the Sages exhibit so much leniency, waiving 
their regular decrees of impurity within Jerusalem for large 
vessels and all the way to Modi’im for small vessels? Because 
there is a principle that potters’ kilns may not be made in Jeru- 
salem, in order to preserve the quality of the air in the city. It is 
therefore necessary to bring in earthenware vessels from outside 
the city, and consequently the Sages were lenient concerning 
such utensils. 
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§ It was taught in the mishna: And during a pilgrimage Festival 
they are deemed credible even with regard to teruma. The Gemara 
poses a question: From where are these matters derived, i.e., that 
there is a difference between Festival days and other periods? 
Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: The verse states concerning the 
incident of the concubine in Gibeah: “And all the men of Israel 
gathered to the city, like one man, united [haverim]” (Judges 
20:11)." This verse is interpreted to teach that whenever the entire 
people of Israel gathers together in a single place, the Torah makes, 
i.e., considers, all of them haverim. The final word of the phrase, 
haverim, is a reference to the members of a group dedicated to 
scrupulous observance of mitzvot, as the term is used by the Sages. 


MI S H N A In the case of one who opens his barrel of 


wine for public sale, and similarly one who 

starts selling his dough during the time of the pilgrimage Festi- 
val, and these items perforce come into contact with amei haaretz, 
Rabbi Yehuda says: Since the food was pure, despite its contact 
with amei haaretz, when he began selling it, he may finish selling 

it in a state of purity even after the Festival, and there is no concern 

about the contact that has been made by amei haaretz during the 

Festival. But the Rabbis say: He may not finish selling it." 


G E M A RA Rabbi Ami and Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha 


were once sitting in the courtyard of 
Rabbi Yitzhak Nappaha. One of them opened the discussion and 
said: What is the halakha with regard to the possibility of him 
leaving his wine for another, subsequent pilgrimage Festival and 
continuing to sellit at that point? Although according to the Rabbis 
one may not continue selling it once the Festival has concluded, 
may he leave the barrel aside until the next Festival, at which point 
it would once again be able to be sold in purity? 


The other Sage said to him: Everyone’s hand has touched it, and 
yet you are saying that perhaps he may leave it for another 
pilgrimage Festival and then sell it in purity? How could such a 
possibility even be considered? He said back to him: Is that to 
say that until now, throughout the Festival, everyone’s hand was 
not touching it? It was permitted during the Festival despite the 
fact that everyone was touching it; apparently, their touching did 
not render it impure at all. He said to him: How can these cases 
be compared? Granted, until now, the Merciful One declares 
pure the impurity of the am ha'aretz during the Festival, and 
consequently his impurity is disregarded, but now that the Festival 
has passed, the touch of an am haaretz is once again considered 
impure. 


The Gemara suggests: Let us say this dispute between amora’im is 
parallel to a dispute between tanna’im. For it is taught in one 
baraita: He may leave it for another pilgrimage Festival and then 
continue to sell it. And it was taught in a different baraita: He may 
not leave it for another Festival. What, is it not so that this very 
issue is a dispute between these two tanna’im, the authors of these 
two baraitot? 


One who opens his barrel on a pilgrimage Festival, etc. - 
a>] bya iman nisi: If one opened his barrel to sell wine or 
began selling his dough on a pilgrimage Festival, the remainder 
of the barrel or dough is considered impure after the Festival 
has ended. It is assumed to have been touched on the Festival 
by amei haaretz, who are pure only during the Festival itself, in 


HALAKHA 
accordance with the Rabbis. Likewise, the remainder of wine or 
dough may not be left for the following Festival, although the 
conclusion of the Gemara seems to indicate otherwise, for the 
answer provided in the Gemara was not a substantial refutation 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 11:10 
and Kesef Mishne there). 


NOTES 

Like one man, united - D37 Tm% WK: The Jerusalem 
Talmud cites a different source verse: “Jerusalem, that is built 
as a city that is compact [hubra] together” (Psalms 122:3), 
which is interpreted to mean that Jerusalem makes all who 
are inside it into haverim. And when is this so? As the follow- 
ing verse goes on to state: “When the tribes went up there, 
the tribes of the Lord” (Psalms 122:4). The Rambam provides 
a rationale for this principle: That it can be assumed that 
everyone purifies themselves properly in order to bring the 
Festival offerings, and therefore one may rely upon all the 
people. He adds this reason because the verses adduced by 
the Talmud are intended merely as nominal allusions, which 
makes it necessary to provide a more concrete justification 
for this law (Tosefot Yom Tov). 
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NOTES 


They pass all the vessels of the Temple courtyard through 
a process of purification — Twa NAD by p yaya: Rashi 
explains that the mishna uses this expression because they 
would pass the Temple vessels from their usual places in order 
o purify them. The Rid understands the term pass in a similar 
manner to its use in the verse: “And they passed a proclama- 
ion throughout the camp” (Exodus 36:6), so that it means 
hat they proclaimed the need to purify the vessels. The Meiri 
explains that pass means they would hurry to complete the 
ask as soon as possible. 


And they say to the am ha‘aretz priests — ony Dvaixt: Some 
maintain that this was said to the priests during the Festival, 
or although the impurity of amei haaretz is suspended dur- 
ing the Festival, the status of impurity would return immedi- 
ately following the Festival (Rashi; Rambam). Others explain 
hat they said this to the priests after the Festival, when they 
were busy purifying the vessels, in order to prevent them from 
ouching the table of the shewbread at that point (Meiri). 


HALAKHA 

Immersing the Temple vessels - wpa > Praon: On the 
night of the conclusion of a pilgrimage Festival they would 
immerse all the Temple vessels, since they were touched by 
am ha'aretz priests during the Festival. They would therefore 
warn am haaretz priests not to touch the table of the shew- 
bread so that it should not require immersion followed by 
the setting of the sun, as this would lead to the suspension 
of the mitzva of (Exodus 25:30): “Shewbread before Me always” 
(Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei Mishkav UMoshav 
11:11). 


Perek III 
Daf 26 Amud b 


— ~ NOTES —_______- 
That you not touch the table - hwa yan Kow: Tosafot 
explain that this refers to priests entering the Sanctuary to 
prostrate themselves, which leads the later commentaries 
to ask how this could be, as it is prohibited to enter the 
Sanctuary except for the purpose of the Temple service. The 
Rambam maintains that it speaks of the priests who would 
lift up the table to display it before the pilgrims. 


HALAKHA =——_ 
All the vessels. ..had second, etc. - maw ond w.. bans 
"131: All the Temple vessels had two or three ‘replacements, 


which were used if the originals contracted impurity (Ram- 
bam Sefer Avoda, Hilkhot Kelei HaMikdash 7:19). 
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The Gemara rejects this suggestion: No, it is possible that this 
baraita, which teaches that he may leave it, follows the opinion, 
cited in the mishna, of Rabbi Yehuda, who allows the wine 
seller to finish selling his wine after the Festival, whereas that 
baraita, which teaches that he may not leave it, is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis, who prohibit him to finish 
it. The Gemara questions this conclusion: And how can you 
understand it that way? Didn’t Rabbi Yehuda say he may 
finish it after the Festival? Consequently, there would be no 
need for him to leave it for another Festival. Rather, say as fol- 
lows: This baraita, which teaches that he may not leave it, is in 
accordance with the opinion of Rabbi Yehuda, whereas that 
baraita, which teaches that he may leave it, is in accordance 
with the opinion of the Rabbis. And what is the meaning of the 
statement: He may not leave it for another Festival? It means 
that he has no need to leave it for another Festival, as Rabbi 
Yehuda maintains he can finish selling it in purity immediately. 


MISHNA ®™“ the pilgrimage Festival has 


passed by, the priests pass all the vessels 
of the Temple courtyard through a process of purification," 
since they were touched by am ha‘aretz priests during the 
Festival." If the Festival passed by into a Friday, i.e., if the Fes- 
tival ended on Thursday night, they would not pass the vessels 
through the purification process on that day, due to the honor 
of Shabbat, in order to give the priests time to prepare the 
requirements of Shabbat. Rabbi Yehuda says: They do not even 
purify them on Thursday, in the event that the Festival ended 
on Wednesday night, because the priests are not free to do so. 


G E M ARA“* tanna taught in a baraita, in explana- 

tion of Rabbi Yehuda’s words: The 
priests do not purify the vessels of the Temple courtyard on 
Thursday, as the priests are not free from removing the ashes. 
During the Festival days a large quantity of ash would accumu- 
late on the altar, due to the large number of offerings brought at 
that time. Because they would not remove the ashes on the 
Festival itself, they would have to remove a very large amount 
afterward. Consequently, all the priests were kept busy with this 
task upon the conclusion of the Festival, which did not leave 
them with enough time to deal with other matters. 


MI S HN A How do they pass all the vessels of the 


Temple courtyard through a process of 
purification? They immerse the vessels that were in the 
Temple. And they say to the am haaretz priests’ who served in 
the Temple during the Festival: Be careful 


that you not touch the table" of the shewbread. If you defile it 
by touching it, it would need to be removed for immersion, and 
this would lead to the temporary suspension of the mitzva of 
the shewbread, which had to be on the table at all times. 


The mishna continues: All the vessels that were in the Temple 
had second" and third substitute vessels, so that if the first 
ones became impure they could bring the second ones in 
their place. All the vessels that were in the Temple required 
immersion after the Festival, apart from the golden altar and 
the bronze altar, because they are considered like the ground 
and therefore, like land itself, not susceptible to impurity. This 
is the statement of Rabbi Eliezer. And the Rabbis say: It is 
because they are coated. 
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G E M A A tanna taught in a baraita that they 

would say to the am ha‘aretz priests: Be 
careful lest you touch the table, as explained above, or the 
candelabrum, as the Gemara will explain. The Gemara asks: 
And regarding the tanna of our mishna, what is the reason he 
did not teach that they were instructed not to touch the can- 
delabrum as well? The Gemara answers: With regard to the 
table it is written: “Shewbread before Me always” (Exodus 
25:30), indicating that the table holding the shewbread must 
always be in its place, whereas with regard to the candelabrum 
it is not written “always,”" and therefore it can be removed for 
immersing. 


The Gemara asks: And regarding the other tanna, in the baraita, 
why does he include the candelabrum? The Gemara answers: 
Since it is written: “And you shall set the table without the veil 
and the candelabrum opposite the table” (Exodus 26:35), indi- 
cating that the candelabrum must always be placed opposite the 
table; it is as though it is written “always” with regard to the 
candelabrum as well. And the other tanna, in the mishna, who 
does not object to removing the candelabrum for immersion, 
would reply: That verse comes only to establish a place for the 
candelabrum, to describe where it must be positioned, but it 
does not mean to say that it must be opposite the table at all 
times. 


The Gemara poses a question concerning the requirement to 
keep amei haaretz away from the table: And let us derive it, i.e., 
let it be established, that it is not necessary to take care against 
contact with the table, as it is incapable of contracting ritual 
impurity. This is because it is a wooden vessel designated to 
rest" in a fixed place, and the halakha is that any large, wooden 
vessel designated to rest in a fixed place cannot become 
impure. What is the reason for this halakha? Since wooden 
vessels and sacks are juxtaposed in the verse describing their 
impurity (Leviticus 11:32), we require a wooden vessel to be 
similar to a sack in order to be capable of contracting impurity, 
in the following manner: Just as a sack is carried when it is both 
full and empty, so too any wooden vessel that is carried full 
and empty can contract impurity, as opposed to vessels, such 
as the table, that are designated to rest in a fixed place. The table 
should therefore not be susceptible to impurity at all. 


The Gemara answers: The table too is in fact carried full and 
empty, in accordance with the words of Reish Lakish. For 
Reish Lakish said: What is the meaning of that which is writ- 
ten: “And you shall set them in two rows, six in a row, upon the 
pure table” (Leviticus 24:6)? The words “pure table” teach by 
inference that it is capable of becoming impure, and therefore 
the Torah warns us to make sure it is pure when the twelve 
loaves of bread are placed there. 


And why indeed is the table susceptible to ritual impurity, being 
that it is a wooden vessel designated to rest in a fixed place and 
should therefore not be susceptible to impurity? Rather, this 
verse teaches that they would lift the table with the shewbread 
on it to display the shewbread to the pilgrims standing in the 
Temple courtyard, as it was prohibited for Israelites to enter the 
Sanctuary, where the table stood, and they would say to them: 
Behold your affection before God, Who performs a perpetual 
miracle with the bread, for when it is removed from the table 
on Shabbat it is just as fresh as when it was arranged on the 
previous Shabbat. As Rabbi Yehoshua ben Levi said: A great 
miracle was performed with the shewbread: As its condition 
during its arrangement, so was its condition during its removal, 
as it is stated: “To place hot bread on the day when it was 
taken away” (1 Samuel 21:7), indicating that it was as hot on the 
day of its removal as it was on the day when it was placed. 


NOTES 


With regard to the candelabrum it is not written “always” - 
panna rnp xb min: Rashi raises the obvious question that 
the Torah does indeed explicitly state “always” with regard to 
the candelabrum as well, as in Exodus 27:20: “To cause a lamp 
to burn always.” He answers that although the term “always” 
is used for the candelabrum, it was nevertheless not neces- 
sary for the lamp to burn at all times without interruption 
(see Tosafot). The Meiri explains that the verse states “always” 
with regard to the placement of the table and its bread in 
a fixed place, whereas it does not say “always” with regard 
to the placement of the candelabrum, but only concerning 
the continuous, i.e., daily, obligation to light it. The rest of 
the discussion of the Gemara fits in well with this opinion. 


HALAKHA 


A wooden vessel designated to rest - nm NOY YY 13: A 
wooden vessel designated to rest in one place i isnot capable 
of contracting impurity at all, neither by Torah law nor by 
Rabbinic law, even if it has only a small capacity. For if it can 
hold forty se‘, it is considered as though it was designated 
to be fixed in one place permanently (Rambam Sefer Tahara, 
Hilkhot Kelim 3:1). 
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LANGUAGE 


Dulpaki - PIAT: Probably from the Greek Aéàgi§, delfix, 
with the genitive SehuKdc, delfikos, meaning a tripod, a 
table made of three legs in the style of the city of Delphi. 


Ancient tripod table 


Akhselag - wbpox: There are many different versions of 
this word, whose meaning remains unclear. It seems to be 
derived from the Greek a&&téAoyos, axiologos, meaning 
important, noteworthy. If so, it does not refer to a particular 
type of tree, but rather serves as a generic term for valuable 
wood. 


Masmi — "3913: The source of this word and its meaning 
are unclear. The geonim explain that it refers to the ebony 
tree, a tough, very heavy tree, usually black in color, which 
is imported from the tropics. Even nowadays this wood is 
considered elegant and valuable. 


Rim - maD: From the Greek AaPic, labis, a handle. The 


Talmud uses the word in reference to the part of a vessel 
added to be decorative. 


BACKGROUND 

A place for placing cups - niia nnan Dipa: A vacant space, 
without a tablecloth or covering vessel, was sometimes 
left in the middle of a table upon which they would place 
the vessels used in the meal, which were often too hot or 
charred to place on the table proper. The finished, decora- 
tive part of the table's surface was for use by the diners as 
they ate. 


HALAKHA 


A coated table and a dulpaki - waman pAn nwa: A 
table or dulpaki that was coated with marble is susceptible 
to impurity if a spot large enough for placing cups was left 
uncovered. If it was entirely coated it is pure, and it makes 
no difference if it was a fixed or removable coating, or if its 
rims were coated, or if it was made from expensive or cheap 
wood, in accordance with the statements of first tanna and 
Rabbi Yohanan (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Kelim 6:15). 
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The Gemara asks another question: Let us derive this fact, i.e., that 
the table can contract ritual impurity, not because it is portable but 
due to its golden coating." For didn’t we learn in a mishna (Kelim 
22:1): Concerning a table and a dulpaki™ that some of its surface 
became broken off, or that one coated with marble, i.e., stone not 
being susceptible to impurity: If he left on them a place on the 
surface that remained unbroken or uncoated, big enough for plac- 
ing cups," it remains susceptible to impurity as a wooden vessel. 
Rabbi Yehuda says: It must have an unbroken and uncoated place 
big enough for placing pieces of meat and bread as well in order to 
maintain susceptibility to impurity as a wooden vessel." It is clear 
from this mishna that if a table is completely coated with stone it 
is not susceptible to impurity, showing that the status of a vessel 
follows its external coating, not its main material. The Temple 
table, which was coated with gold, should have the status ofa metal 
vessel. 


The Gemara proposes a possible answer: And if you would say that 
acacia wood, from which the Temple table was made, is different, 
as it is an important, valuable kind of wood and is therefore not 
nullified by a coating, this works out well according to Reish 
Lakish, who said: They taught that a wooden vessel is nullified by 
its coating only with regard to vessels made of cheap akhselag' 
wood which comes from overseas, but vessels made of expensive 
masmi' wood are not nullified by a coating. According to this 
opinion it is fine, for we can say that the acacia wood of the table 
is also not nullified by its golden coating. But according to Rabbi 
Yohanan, who said: Even expensive masmi vessels are also 
nullified by a coating, what is there to say? 


The Gemara proposes another possible answer: And if you would 
say that the mishna is not applicable because here in the mishna the 
wood is nullified by its coating because it is speaking of a fixed 
coating," whereas there in the case of the Temple table the golden 
coating is not fixed onto the wood, this is impossible. For didn’t 
Reish Lakish inquire of Rabbi Yohanan: Does this law that vessels 
follow their coating deal only with a fixed coating or even with a 
coating that is not fixed? And he asked him further: Does it deal 
only with a coating that covers the table’s rim! as well as the table 
itself, or even with one that does not cover its rim? 


And Rabbi Yohanan said to him in response: It is not different if it 
is a fixed coating and it is not different if it is a coating that is not 
fixed; and it is not different if the coating covers the table’s rim and 
it is not different if it does not cover its rim. Therefore, since the 
coating always determines the status of the vessel, the Temple table, 
with its gold coating, should be susceptible to impurity. Rather, we 
must say a different explanation as to why the coating does not make 
the table susceptible to impurity: The table is different 


NOTES 


Let us derive it due to its coating - »5»¥ own b PSN: It 
appears that the Rambam had a different version of this discus- 
sion, for he rules that wooden vessels coated with marble do 
not contract impurity, not because they are nullified by their 
marble coating, marble being a material that is not susceptible 
to impurity, but due to a special principle that coated vessels 
do not contract impurity at all. According to this opinion the 
mishna’s statement about the altars: “Because they are coated,’ 
can be explained in a straightforward manner, in that the 
Rabbis are saying that altars cannot be defiled because they 
are coated, and wooden vessels that have a coating are not 
capable of contracting impurity (Kesef Mishne, citing Rav Yosef 
Corcos). 

However, it has already been pointed out by the Kesef Mishne 
that the discussion below (27a) cannot be explained in this 


manner, which means we would have to accept the rather 
forced explanation that the discussion there follows a different 
opinion, similar to that of Rashi and the Ra’avad. 


Dulpaki - pada: Rashi explains that this term refers to a kind 
of folding chair with a leather seat. In tractate Menahot 96b he 
explains that it is a leather-topped table. The geonim in Seder 
Teharot imply that it means a sort of shelf upon which cups 
are placed. 


A fixed coating - “niy 19x: Rashi explains that this refers 
to coating fixed tightly to the vessel. The geonim, however, 
maintain that this term, literally: A standing coating, means a 
coating that can stand on its own, without the support of the 
vessel for which it provides the coating. This is likewise indicated 
in the Jerusalem Talmud (see Josafot). 
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because the Merciful One called it: “Wood,” as it is written with 
regard to the table of the shewbread: “The altar, three cubits high," 
and its length two cubits, was of wood, and so its corners, its 
length, and its walls were also of wood, and he said to me: This is 
the table that is before the Lord” (Ezekiel 41:22). This verse indi- 
cates that even though the table was coated, its identity as a wooden 
vessel was preserved, which means that, like all wooden vessels, it 
would not be susceptible to impurity were it not for the fact that they 
took it out to show to the pilgrims. 


As the Gemara has cited the above verse, it clarifies a puzzling aspect 
of it: The verse began with the word “altar” and ended with the 
word “table,” both words describing the same item. Rabbi Yohanan 
and Reish Lakish both say the following exposition: When the 
Temple is standing the altar atones for a person; now that the 
Temple has been destroyed, it is a person’s table that atones for 
him," for his feeding of needy guests atones for his sins. 


§ The mishna taught: All the vessels that were in the Temple had 
second and third substitute vessels, etc. All the vessels that were 
in the Temple required immersion, apart from the golden altar and 
the bronze altar, because they are considered like the ground. The 
Gemara cites the relevant sources: The bronze altar is considered 
like the ground, as it written concerning this altar: “An altar of earth 
you shall make for Me” (Exodus 20:21). The golden altar is consid- 
ered like the ground, as it is written: “The candelabrum and the 
altars” (Numbers 3:31). The plural word “altars” indicates that the 
two altars of the Temple, the bronze one and the golden one, are 
compared to each other, teaching that just as the bronze altar is like 
the ground in that it cannot contract impurity, the same applies to 
the golden altar. 


§ According to the mishna, Rabbi Eliezer maintains that the altars 
are pure because they are like the ground, and the Rabbis say: It is 
because they are coated. The mishna seems to be saying that the 
Rabbis are offering a different reason for the altars not being suscep- 
tible to impurity, namely, that they are coated. The Gemara is puzzled 
by this: On the contrary, since they are coated with gold or 
bronze that is a reason that they should contract impurity, as the 
metal coating makes the entire altar considered as a metal vessel, 
as stated above, and metal is susceptible to impurity. The Gemara 
answers: Say and emend the mishna text as follows: And the Rabbis 
disagree with Rabbi Eliezer altogether, and declare the altars to be 
susceptible to impurity, because they are coated. 


And if you wish, say that that our text of the mishna is correct, and 
we should understand that the Rabbis were saying their statement 
in response to Rabbi Eliezer: What is your reasoning for stating 
that the altars are not susceptible to impurity because they are like 
the ground? Why didn’t you say simply that they are wooden vessels 
fixed in one place? For that is sufficient reason for them not to be 
susceptible to impurity. Is it because they are coated with metal, and 
therefore they would be considered metal vessels rather than wooden 
ones, and susceptible to impurity, were it not for the fact that they 
are considered like the ground? 


This is a mistake, for the coating is not important, and their coating 
is nullified and considered subordinate to them, so that they are 
indeed considered wooden vessels in a fixed place and therefore not 
susceptible to impurity." Although generally the status of a vessel 
does followits coating, the Temple table and its altars are exceptions, 
as derived from the verse in Ezekiel cited above (41:22). There is 
therefore no need to mention that they are compared to the ground. 
Since these altars are made of wood they do not contract impurity, 
irrespective of whether or not they are attached to the ground. 


NOTES 
The altar, three cubits high - niax vow yy nama 
maa: This verse is speaking of the Temple table, and 
not its altar in the literal sense (Rashi on Ezekiel 41:22; 
Tosafot on Menahot 97a, based on Targum Yonatan). 


A person’s table atones - 1532 DIK by igw: 
Rashi explains that nowadays atonement is achieved 
through hospitality, by feeding people at one’s table. 
The Maharsha maintains that one receives atonement 
by limiting his consumption of food for the sake of 
Heaven, i.e., in memory of the Temple, or for ascetic 
reasons. Others explain that one’s table becomes like 
the altar if he says words of Torah at it (see tractate 
Avot, chapter 3). 


HALAKHA 

Immersing the Temple vessels — wpa 13 nya: 
All the Temple vessels require immersion and the set- 
ting of the sun after the Festival, apart from the bronze 
and golden altars, because their coating was consid- 
ered nullified and subordinate to the wooden altars 
themselves (Rambam Sefer Tahara, Hilkhot Metamei 
Mishkav UMoshav 11:11). This is stated by the Rabbis and 
is in accordance with the last answer of the Gemara, 
for the halakha generally follows the last answer (Kesef 
Mishne). 
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LANGUAGE 


Salamander [salamandra] — xno: From the Greek 
oahapdvdpa, salamandra, a tailed amphibian. 


BACKGROUND 


Salamander - x13279: Salamander is the name, of Greek 
origin, for a group of tailed animals that includes hundreds 
of species. The common salamander, Salamandra sala- 
mandra, also known as fire salamander, lives near swamps 
and streams in Israel, as in many places in the world. It 
ooks like a fat lizard, about 30 cm in length, with slimy 
skin. The salamander feeds on bugs and small animals 
ound in the water. 

The word salamandra is also used to refer to a creature 
ormed by fire. Midrashim include various descriptions of 
he salamander's creation from fire, and the ability of its 
blood and skin to grant immunity from fire. Rabbi Binyamin 
ussafia claims that these depictions refer to the same 
creature, whose resistance to fire he believes to be on 
account of the moistness of its skin. However, the descrip- 
ions in the midrashim and other places do not accord with 
his explanation. 


m 


— 


Fire salamander 


NOTES 


No more than the thickness of a gold dinar - »31y 
amt a: Rashi explains that the gold coating of the 
altar remained undamaged despite its thinness and the 
repeated burning of incense on it. Tosafot explain that the 
Gemara is referring to the wood of the golden altar that 
was under the coating, which was not burned over the 
course of the years (see Maharsha). It is stated in the Jeru- 
salem Talmud that it was a heavenly, supernatural fire that 
descended upon the golden altar, and yet the altar itself 
was unharmed. The lesson from this is that just as even a 
divinely created fire did not affect the altar, similarly the 
divinely created fire of Gehenna will not affect the Torah 
scholars. 


The sinners of Israel, who are filled with good deeds 
as a pomegranate is full of seeds - prdaw draw AE] 
pata msn: The meaning of this aggada is that the words 
of the Torah, which are called “More pleasant than gold and 
much fine gold” (Psalms 19:11), serve to protect Israel. The 
Sefat Emet connects this teaching to the earlier discussion 
about the purity of all Israel on Festivals, which similarly 
emphasizes the importance and value of even common, 
uneducated people in the eyes of God. 
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§ Apropos the coating of the altar, the Gemara cites an Aggadic 

teaching: Rabbi Abbahu said that Rabbi Elazar said: The fire of 
Gehenna has no power over Torah scholars. This can be derived 

by an a fortiori inference from the salamander [salamandra], 

a creature created out of fire and immune to its effects, and whose 

blood is fireproof: If a salamander, which is merely a product of 
fire, and nevertheless when one anoints his body with its blood, 
fire has no power over him, all the more so should fire not have 

any power over Torah scholars, whose entire bodies are fire, 
as it is written: “Surely My words are as fire, says the Lord” 
(Jeremiah 23:29), and the words of Torah become part of the 

Torah scholars’ very bodies. 


Reish Lakish said: The fire of Gehenna has no power over the 

sinners of Israel either. This can be derived by an a fortiori infer- 
ence from the golden altar: If the golden altar, which has on it 

a coating that is no more than the thickness of a gold dinar,’ and 

which has incense burning on it for many years and yet fire has 

no power over it, as the gold miraculously remained undamaged, 
all the more so should immunity from fire be granted to the sin- 
ners of Israel, who are filled with good deeds as a pomegranate 

is full of seeds," as it is written: “Your temples [rakatekh] are 

like a pomegranate split open” (Song of Songs 4:3), which is to 

be expounded as follows: Do not read this word as rakatekh, 
rather read it as reikanin shebakh, meaning the empty, worthless 

people among you; even these people are as full of good deeds as 

a pomegranate is full of seeds. 


This file may not be reproduced or distributed in any form without express permission from the publisher 


The Sages enumerated ten stringencies that apply to sacrificial food and the vessels 
used in its preparation and storage which do not apply to teruma and its vessels, owing 
to the greater level of sanctity inherent in the former. Some of these stringencies 
have a basis in the Torah or are hinted at in verses, but they were expanded in 
scope and breadth by the Sages. Others are rabbinic decrees designed to avoid 
outright contamination of the sacred food. On the other hand, in view of the fact 
that everyone, including amei ha‘aretz, adhered to the strictest standards in the 
preparation of sacrificial items, the Sages relied on amei haaretz for certain matters 
pertaining to sacrificial food, though ordinarily such people were not considered 
trustworthy regarding issues of ritual impurity. 


In actuality the trustworthiness afforded by the Sages in matters pertaining to 
sacrificial food was expanded beyond the sacrifices themselves, and was applied as 
well to other items that have a relationship to sacrifices. Consequently, the people of 
Judea, which is in close proximity to the Temple, were considered more trustworthy 
than others regarding the observance of ritual purity. The Sages showed leniency 
regarding certain other matters pertaining to the honor and sanctity of Jerusalem. 


Perhaps most sweeping of all was the leniency shown by the Sages during the time of 
the pilgrimage Festivals. These occasions, when all of Israel assembled before God 

at the Temple, were considered times in which it was possible to rely completely on 

amei haaretz in all matters regarding ritual purity. This was based on the necessity 

to maintain harmony among all the various factions and individuals in Israel at this 

time of unity, when, in the words of the biblical verse, “All the men of Israel gathered... 
knit together [haverim] as one man” (Judges 20:11). 
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244...Mamzer — wan 

From Modi’im and inward -m my tian ja 
344...toward Jerusalem 

209...Silver ma'a -API ya 

237...Animal tithes — maa wy 

216...Poor man’s tithe — ay Wyn 

308...A ritual bath that was measured — Tma% mya 

350...A place for placing cups — nidia nmay Dipa 

240...Due to the red dye — KNIPoT own 


D 


352... Salamander — xina 
272... The book of Ben Sira - Yp 72 399 


y 
231...Daily burnt-offering - Pan nbiy 
216...Ammon and Moab — asia jiny 
215...Make your ears like a funnel — NBD KD Pars Aw 


5 
267...Balls of a warp — nw bw nypa 


P 
291...Rainbow — nwp 


` 


306...Edges and arcs of a wave — PPD PUNI 


X 


328.. .Rim and handle — Ñx pix 
256. ..Forty sea — MXD DYAIK 


al 


In the category of - "a23 
307..."if water be put on seeds” 


304...First fruits - DNDI 
329...Place for gripping [beit hatzevita] — yaya ma 


g 


Who would say, — NAWI IN MYY paix 
296...Shavuot must always occur after Shabbat 

237... The tithe - Wyant 

212...Assembly —Sapa 


1 


nis niby amare aad AKE DY ORW aa 
And Samuel said to Saul, Why have you disquieted me 
221...to bring me up 


256...Homet — bain 

240...Breast and thigh — piv mtn 

The mishna is incomplete — an 7) Kem on 
2n...and is teaching the following 


A strip of land inhabited - pma Sw mys? B 
339...by Samaritans 209...Jumtum - pwn 
270...Broom tree [rotem] — om 5 
v 337...Spindle or whorl — 5273) wid 
216...The Sabbatical Year — mwaw 5 
322... The tube of a wineskin — tian nisw 301...Lod -1b 
n n 


302... Teruma — mana 


312...Shovel - 79V 
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326...Pitcher [/ogin] - paid 


285...Mitatron — eon 

314.. Mil- 

350...Masmi — nda 

266...Damp [mefulamot] — intron 


D 


294. . Silk [sirikon] - pY 
352...Salamander [salamandra] — sup 
275...Sandalfon — isda 

275...Defender [saneigor] - 71930 
240...Red dye [sikrata] — KNB 


5 
285...Rods [pulsei] — bis 
291...Palaces [palterin] — preds 
276...Entourage [pamalya] — wna 
286...Curtain [pargod] — 71319 
283...Orchard [pardes] - D113 


P 
275... Accuser [kateigor] — ixwp 
335...Leather board [kartavla] — xbavp 


w 
289...Long-toothed one [shinnana] — xa»w 


n 


283...Aher— IX 

350...Akhselag — pox 

301...Alexa — xpos 

284...Bath [ambati] - wany 
345...Garment [apikarsuto] — IMD IPSK 


a 


274...Lightning [bazak] — pra 
342...Beit haperas — DBA ma 
234...Son of Rabbi [beRabbi] — "333 
248. ..Bridle [barza] — x92 


323...Bin [gargutni] — Na 


4 


290...Exemplary [dugma] — sas 
350...Dulpaki — pada 


269...Vilon- i 


n 


306...Flow [hardalit] — nyn 


v 


289.. .Mud [tina] — KIY 
282...Halls [teraklin] — pw 


B 


278... Take [kelakh] — b> 


333... Tarkav — ap 


244...Not so [/aei] - nyh 
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273...Rabbi Elazar — awhy 27 


K 
283...Elisha, Aher — m% yU 
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278...Rabbi Elazar ben Azarya — myy fa why 27 
281...Rabbi Elazar ben Arakh - TW ya Wy a7 


212...Rabbi Yehuda HaNasi — w'wan mnm 37 


283...Ben Zoma — xoia 
247...Bar Hei Hei — 9797 32 


n 


225...Rabbi Yehoshua ben Hananya — maam Ja ywinay 
273...Rabbi Yohanan — jan? 37 

268... .Rabbi Yishmael —>xyav ay 

285...Rabbi Meir — Y2 37 


268...Rabbi Akiva — SDP 937 


279...Rabbi Hanina ben Dosa — xbi7 7a KINN 
274...Hananya ben Hizkiya — m»ptn ja man 

’ 
303... Yosei ben Yoezer — Wi aD) 


n 


281...Rabban Yohanan ben Zakkai - 3t 72 JM 727 


w 


294...Menahem — amaa 


äl 


225...King Shapur — xan iaw 
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Common Acronyms 


HaAri 

Ba'al HaMaor 

Bah 

Beur HaGra 

Derashot Mahari Mintz 
Derashot Ra‘anah 
Geranat 

Gilyon Maharsha 

Gra 

Grah 

Grib 

Griz 

Haggahot HaGra 
Haggahot Maharsha 
Hassagot HaRa‘avad 
Hida 

Hiddushei Aggadot LaMaharal 
Hiddushei Aggadot LaRashba 
Hiddushei HaGeranat 
Hiddushei HaGriz 
Hiddushei HaRim 
Hiddushei Ri Haver 
Kitzur Piskei HaRosh 
abit 

aharal 

aharam Alashkar 
aharam Brisk 


aharam Halawa 


aharam Lublin 


Rabbi Yitzhak Luria 
Rabbi Zerahya HaLevi 
Bayit Hadash 


Commentary of Rabbi 


Since the publication of the first volume of the Koren Talmud Bavli we have employed 
some transliterated acronyms, such as Rambam, to give the translation a more 
authentic flavor. These acronyms are used throughout this volume where they are 
well known and where the acronym helps readers easily identify the author in ques- 
tion. The following chart provides the full name of each author or work alongside 
its common acronym. 


Eliyahu of Vilna on the Shulhan Arukh 


Homilies of Rabbi Yehuda Mintz 


Homilies of Rabbi Eliya 
Rabbi Naftali Trop 

Marginalia of Rabbi Sh 
Rabbi Eliyahu of Vilna, 
Rabbi Hayyim Soloveit 


Rabbi Yehuda Bakhrak 


hu ben Hayyim 


omo Eiger 
he Vilna Gaon 
chik 


h 


Rabbi Yitzhak Ze'ev So 


oveitchik 


Comments of Rabbi Eliyahu of Vilna on the Talmud 

Comments of Rabbi Shmuel Eliezer Eidels 

Comments of Rabbi Avraham ben David on the Rambam's Mishne Torah 
Rabbi Hayyim David Azulai 

Hiddushei Aggadot by Rabbi Yehuda Loew of Prague 

Hiddushei Aggadot by Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 


Hiddushei Rabbi Naftali Trop 


Hiddushei Rabbi Yitzha 
Hiddushei Rabbi Yitzha 
Hiddushei Rabbi Yitzha 
Abridged Halakhic Ruli 
Rabbi Moshe ben Yose 
Rabbi Yehuda Loew of 
Rabbi Moshe Alashkar 
Rabbi Mordekhai Brisk 


Rabbi Moshe Halawa 


Rabbi Meir of Lublin 


Ze'ev Soloveitchik 
Meir of Gur 
Isaac Haver 


ngs of Rabbeinu Asher ben Rabbi Yehiel 


di Trani 


Prague 
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2 Revyy alam 
aharam Mintz Rabbi Moshe Mintz 
aharam of Rothenburg Rabbi Meir of Rothenburg 
aharam Padua Rabbi Meir of Padua 
aharam Schick Rabbi Moshe Schick 
aharam Schiff Rabbi Meir Schiff 
aharatz Hayyut Rabbi Tzvi Hirsch Chajes 
ahari Abuhav Rabbi Yitzhak Abuhav 
ahari Bassan Rabbi Yehiel Bassan 
ahari Beirav Rabbi Ya'akov Beirav 
ahari ben Lev Rabbi Yosef ben Lev 
ahari ben Malkitzedek Rabbi Yitzhak ben Malkitzedek 
ahari Berona Rabbi Yisrael Berona 
ahari Kurkus Rabbi Yosef Kurkus 
ahari Mintz Rabbi Yehuda Mintz 
ahari Weil Rabbi Ya'akov Weil 
aharih Rabbi Yehezkia ben Ya'akov of Magdeburg 
aharik Rabbi Yosef Colon 
aharikash Rabbi Ya'akov Castro 
aharil Rabbi Ya'akov HaLevi Molin 
aharit Rabbi Yosef di Trani 
aharit Algazi Rabbi Yom Tov Algazi 
aharsha Rabbi Shmuel Eliezer Eidels 
aharshal Rabbi Shlomo Luria 
albim Rabbi Meir Leibush ben Yehiel Michel Wisser 
etziv Rabbi Naftali Tzvi Yehuda Berlin 
Nimmukei HaGrib Comments of Rabbi Yehuda Bakhrakh on the Maharsha 
Piskei HaRid Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 
Piskei Riaz Halakhic Rulings of Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 
Ra’ah Rabbi Aharon HaLevi 
Ra’anah Rabbi Eliyahu ben Hayyim 
Ra’avad Rabbi Avraham ben David 
Ra'avan Rabbi Eliezer ben Natan 
Ra'avya Rabbi Eliezer ben Yoel HaLevi 
Rabbi Avraham ben HaRambam Rabbi Avraham, son of the Rambam 
Rabbi Shlomo ben Rashbatz Rabbi Shlomo, son of Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 
Radak Rabbi David Kimhi 
Radbaz Rabbi David ben Zimra 
Ralbag Rabbi Levi ben Gershon 
Ramah Rabbi Meir HaLevi 
Rambam Rabbi Moshe ben Maimon 
Ramban Rabbi Moshe ben Nahman 
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Ran Rabbeinu Nissim ben Reuven of Gerona 
Rashash Rabbi Shmuel Strashun 
Rashba Rabbi Shlomo ben Adderet 
Rashbam Rabbi Shmuel ben Meir 
Rashbatz Rabbi Shimon ben Tzemah Duran 
Rashi Rabbi Shlomo Yitzhaki 
Re'em Horowitz Rabbi Elazar Moshe Horowitz 
Rema Rabbi Moshe Isserles 
Ri HaLavan Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Ya'akov of Prague 
Ri Haver Rabbi Yitzhak Isaac Haver 
Ri Migash Rabbi Yosef Migash 


Riaf Rabbi Yoshiya Pinto 


Riaz Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Younger 


Rid Rabbi Yeshaya di Trani the Elder 


Ridvaz Rabbi Ya'akov David ben Ze'ev Wilovsky 


Rif Rabbi Yitzhak Alfasi 


2 
z) 


Rabbi Yitzhak Meir of Gur 
Ritva Rabbi Yom Tov ben Avraham Asevilli (of Seville) 
Riva Rabbeinu Yitzhak ben Asher 
Rivam Rabbi Yitzhak ben Meir 
Rivan Rabbi Yehuda bar Natan 


Rivash Rabbi Yitzhak ben Sheshet 


Rosh Rabbeinu Asher ben Rabbi Yehiel 


Shakh Siftei Kohen by Rabbi Shabtai Cohen Rappaport 
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